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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Str Forp Norrs took his seat as a member of the Judicial 
Committee on Tuesday. 





We print elsewhere an order of transfer of fifteen actions 
from Mr. Justice Streuine, and of fifteen actions from Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu, to Mr. Justice Farwett for the purpose only of 
hearing or of trial. 





have come about more 


THE RUMOURED judicial chan 
ir Natuanret Linpizy has 


rapidly than was anticipated. 
been appointed a Lord of Ap in Ordinary in the place of 
Lord Morris, resigned, and Sir Ricsarp Wessrer has been 
appointed Master of the Rolls, while Sir Roszrt Fivtay becomes 
Attorney-General, and Mr. E. Carson, Q.C., Solicitor-General. 





THE piscussion arising out of the failures of solicitors is con- 
tinued with exceeding zest in certain daily and weekly papers, 
but now that the committee appointed at the recent meeting 
are considering the subject, we see no advantage in further 
comment in this journal. We said last week all that it seemed 
to us necessary to say on the matter, and we hold to our view 
that the only effectual remedy is to be found in the creation of a 
rule against speculation by solicitors. Our correspondent Mr. 
E. F. Turner scouts the necessity for any inquiry or anxiety 
with regard to the recent events. His opinion is entitled to 
weight, but, with much deference, we venture to think that he 
has hardly sufficiently considered that a great part of the 
business of a solicitor depends on the trust p in him by 
his clients, and has hardly appreciated the extent to which, in 
recent years, solicitors have been drawn into financial business 
altogether outside the legitimate work of their profession. 





Tue appointment of Sir Ricnarp Wenster as Master of the 
Rolls is the most important accession to the bench of recent 
years. A distinguished position at the bar by no means always 
involves the possession of judicial qualities of a high order, but 
in the case of the late Attorney-General it is tolerably safe to 
predict that his appointment will give us a judge of efficiency 
and tata For a good many years now Sir RicuarpD WeEssTER 
has been, both in fact and officially, the head of the bar, and 
he has shewn himself to be a sound lawyer and also a man of 
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strong character. To these severer qualifications is added a 
kindliness and courtesy which in his new capacity will go far to 
continue the popularity with the profession which he has 
hitherto enjoyed. In his career as an advocate he has been 
eminently successful, though of late years his withdrawal from 
private practice has made him a less conspicuous figure in the 
courts. There seems to be every probability that he will attain 
an equal eminence in his new position, to which he will receive a 


cordial welcome. 





Tue Evevation of Sir Ricard Wessrter to the bench of the 
Court of Appeal, in the capacity of Master of the Rolls, will 
(says a correspondent) leave that court entirely constituted of 
Cambridge men, with the single exception of Lord Justice 
Vavenan Wriuiams. An analysis from a similar point of 
view of the remainder of her Majesty’s judges produces 
some rather suggestive results. In the Chancery Division 
the outcome of the rivalry between the two sister Universities 
is a case of “honours divided,” Mr. Justice Srrruinc and 
Mr. Justice Bucxtzy falling to the lot of Cambridge, and Mr. 
Justice Kexewicn and Mr. Justice FARWELL a the 
credit of Oxford. Passing to the Queen’s Bench Division, 
of the fifteen present occupants of the bench of that division 
only Sir Roserr Waicut, Sir WatTer PxIcimor:, and Sir 
Epwarp Rivrey ‘sustain the legal reputation of Oxford ; whilst 
Sir W. R. Kennzpy and Sir A. M. Onanyexr stand as the 
representatives of Cambridge Thus of fifteen Common Law 
judges only a trifle more than 33 per cent. are representative of 
Oxford and Cambridge, though it would not perhaps be too 
much to say that of students who join the Inns of Oourt 
(exclusive of Indians and Colonials) 75 per cent., or possibly 
more, have been educated at one of those two Universities. In 
the Probate Division, Sir Francis Jeune hails from Oxford, and 
Sir J. G. Barnes from Oambridge. 





Srrk Naruantet Linpiezy retires from the Rolls somewhere 
about the twenty-fifth anniversary of his appointment to the 
bench, which followed another twenty-five years of hard work 
at the bar. During all that half century he has steadily 
increased in wisdom and favour, and was in many respects the 
type of what a judge should be under the new system of con- 
current law and equity, to administer which he was specially 
raised to judicial rank. It has been said that a well-educated 
man should know something about everything and everything 
about something. In this sense he was a particularly well- 
educated lawyer. He had a wide knowledge of general 
law, a thorough acquaintance with equity, and a pro- 
found omniscience on the special branch of partnership 
and company law, by which he made his great reputation in 
authorship as well as in practice. As a barrister and Queen’s 
Counsel he practised in the Chancery courts, but Lord Carrns 
selected him in 1875 for a judgeship, not in Chancery but in the 
Common Pleas ; and for six years he so bore himself there, not 
only in banc, but also at Nisi Prius and in the Crown Court, 
that even the common law lawyers were forced to admit that he 
could not have done better or with less friction had he been 
trained on circuit. In this respect his career forms a strong 
contrast to that of some others placed in a similarly difficult 
position. It was no doubt his competence, and versatility, and 
equability of temper in this position which marked him out for 
an early promotion to the rank of Lord Justice in 1881. He 
sat in the Court of Appeal for 16 years before his promotion to the 
Mastership of the Rolls ; but for many years before that fell to his 
lot he had presided in the second court as senior Lord Justice. 
On the retirement of Lord Eszr he succeeded to the Rolls, a 
position which made no change in his judicial work, though it 
added dignity to it. Outside his judicial work, however, it gave 
him an opportunity for which he was well equipped: we refer 
to his official work as custodian of the Public Records, to which 
bis historical interests quickly attached him. In the short 
period of his Mastership he did more for this work 


than his predecessor did in the whole of his tenure. His 
failings as a judge really arose from the excess of his virtues. 
He was, perhaps, too open-minded and too much biassed against 


suspected dishonesty. The latter quality appeared at time, 
quite to upset the balance of his discrimination, as in the one. 
man company case, in which his judgment was at once 
questioned by the profession and unanimously overruled by the 
House of Lords. His open-mindedness to conviction, especially 
when his brother judges disagreed, rather weakened hig 
influence as president of the court, and occasionally led to 
judgments so qualified and so full of dicta as to what he would 
have held under different circumstances, that it might be 
difficult to find the case in which some dictum of his may not be 
quoted in argument. But these are small defects in a long and 
honourable career, which, as everyone is glad to hear, has been 
crowned by his appointment ‘o the position of a Lord of Appeal 
in Ordinary. 








In THE casE of Barron v. Willis (Times, 10th inst.) the Court 
of Appeal (Linptzy, M.R., Ricsy and Cottins, L.JJ.) have 
reversed the decision of Cozzns-Harpy, J. (43 Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL, 707), and have applied more strictly than that learned 
judge the rule under which a solicitor who benefits by an 
arrangement with his client is bound to see that the client has 
independent advice. The rule was adversely criticized by Lord 
Esner, M.R, in Liles v. Torry (44 W. R. 116; 1895, 2 Q. B, 
679), where it was represented by him as involving a legal pre- 
sumption of undue influence by the sulicitor which could not be 
rebutted by any evidence. ‘‘I own,” said Lord Esnzr, ‘‘ that 
I think it unfortunate that such a rule should have been laid 
down, because in particular instances it may work great in- 
justice; and Ido not think that a hard-and-fast rule which 
may work such injustice ought to be the rule of the law in the 
matter.” But he felt bound by the authorities to hold 
that there was such a rule in equity. Kay, L.J., on the 
other hand, strongly defended the rule, and regarded 
it as a wise precaution that a solicitor was absolutely 
debarred from receiving a benefit, either in his own person or in 
the person of a near relation, unless the benefit was given upon 
independent advice. In the present case of Barron v. Willis, by 
a settlement made in 1890 by way of family arrangement the 
plaintiff, then the wife of Joszrn Wiis, took in certain events 
a general power of appointment, and in default of appointment 
an interest in the settled property went to the son of the solicitor 
who prepared the deed, and who was also one of the trustees 
under it. Subsequently, in 1891, a further deed was executed, 
to which the plaintiff wasa party, and which purported to carr 
out more exactly the wishes of the parties to the former deol 
One of the se of the second deed was to deprive the plaintiff 
of her power of appointment and to render more probable the 
event of the ultimate trusts taking effect. Further modifications 
were made by a deed of 1894, and in other respects the previous 
deeds were confirmed. All the deeds were prepared by 
the same sdlicitor. The plaintiffs first husband had 
died in 1893, and in 1897 she married her present 
husband Mr. Barron. The | rey point in the case was 
whether, at the date of the deed of 1891, the solicitor who 
prepared the deed, and whose son benefited by it, was solicitor 
to the plaintiff. Cozens-Harpy, J., held that he was not. It 
seems that he had never been specially employed by her, and, 
except as a friend of the family, he had only seen her on a few 
occasions, and then in company with persons who were 
admittedly his clients. In the view of the learned judge, the 
changes made by the deed of 1891 were purely a matter between 
the plaintiff and her then husband, and the solicitor did not act 
in the matter as solicitor for the plaintiff. The Court of Appeal 
have declined to take the same view of the solicitor’s duty. 
If not specially employed by the plaintiff, the solicitor was, at 
any rate, the only solicitor concerned, and moreover, he was 
himself one of the trustees of the settlement. Under these 
circumstances the Oourt of Appeal held the plaintiff to be 
entitled to the benefit of the rule in question and declared 
that the deed of 1891 was ineffectual to deprive her of her 
power of _——— Hence it appears that a solicitor who 
is employed in settling a deed of family arrangement is not 
to be treated as solicitor only for the member of the family 
who actually employs and pays him and who is — & 
regular client. The interests of other members who are not 





separately advised are considered to be equally in his hands, 
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and if they propose to confer any benefit upon him he must 
adopt the ordinary precaution and insist upon their seeking 
advice elsewhere. 





Ir 1s to be hoped that the remarks of the chairman of the 
London Sessions concerning the presentation of private memorials 
to justices will not escape the attention of the public. When 
the justices of London sat to hear appeals for the south side of 
the river last month, the chairman announced that no less than 
five petitions had been sent to him privately to his residence 
relating to an appeal from licensing justices pending before the 
court. This proceeding he declared to be highly improper, and 
compared it to attempts to influence judges and juries in other 
courts. These remarks were strongly resented by a certain 
temperance society, which recently passed a _ resolution 
expressing ‘‘ surprise and regret” at the chairman’s 
remarks and demanding a public apology. With some 
impertinence, the framers of this resolution went on to assert 
that the chairman had “ betrayed an ignorance of the judgment 
of the House of Lords, making it clear that when justices sit to 
consider the granting or refusing of licences they do not consti- 
tute a court of law.’”’ These words are, of course, a rough 
summary of the judgment in the famous case of Boulter v. The 
Justices of Kent (46 W. R. 114; 1897, A. C. 556). These 
persons, however, entirely fail to see that the House of Lords, in 
deciding that the general annual licensing meeting of 
justices is not a court of summary jurisdiction, in no way 
alluded to the court of quarter sessions which has power to 
overrule licensing justices. Quarter sessions is undoubtedly a 
court, and it was this court that the petitioners tried to affect by 
privately approaching its chairman. But this, after all, isa 
minor consideration. The chief point to be noticed is that the 
framers of the resolution seem to have thought that because 
licensing justices may not technically be a court, they are not, 
therefore, under any obligation to act judicially. This opinion 
is certainly not shared hy the judges of the High Oourt, as any- 
one may see who reads the numerous cases reported on the bias 
of licensing justices. The granting or refusing of a licence may 
be technically a ministerial, and not a judicial, act, but 
whichever it is, the justices who perform the act must decide 
judicially. Hence it is “ highly improper,” as Mr. MoConngti 
said, to try to influence the minds of justices otherwise than by 
evidence, arguments, or statements made openly and publicly. 
There is a great deal too much of this backstairs business in 
connection with licensing, and probably temperance societies 
and ardent temperance supporters are the chief offenders. The 
resolution of the society referred to was forwarded to the chair- 
man, and in taking his seat to hear appeals last Tuesday he 
alluded to it and read it out. No one who knows anything of 
Mr. McOonvztt will be surprised at his refusal to apologize, as 
requested, or to withdraw one of his remarks. On the contrary, 
with the strong approval of the other justices, he affirmed and 
emphasized his previous words, and probably all right-minded 
persons will approve of his conduct. 





Tue casE of City of London Electric Lighting Co. v. The Mayor, 
&c., of the City of London, decided by Farwett, J., last week, 
was in many respects a remarkable one. The question at issue 
was the validity of certain contracts for lighting the City of 
London entered into some years ago by the Commissioners of 
Sewers (whose powers have since been transferred to the City 
Corporation by the City of London Sewers Act, 1897) with 
certain electric lighting companies, now represented by the 
plaintifis. The company sought to uphold the validity of these 
contracts, under which they are now actually lighting the city. 
The defence of the corporation was that the contracts were 
invalidated by certain provisions of the City of London Sewers 
Act, 1848, by reason that some of the commissioners were 
shareholders in the contracting companies, and were, there- 
fore, personally interested in the contracts. The learned 
judge was able to draw a distinction between different 
classes of contracts dealt with by the Act of 1848, and he 
held, in an elaborate judgment, that the stringent provision 
of section 42 which prohibits the commissioners from being 





interested in certain contracts made by them ‘‘ upon pain that 
every such contract shall be null and void,” did not apply to 
such contracts as those in question. The decision was probably 
as acceptable to the defendants as to the plaintiffs, for the con- 
sequences had the contracts been declared to be void would have 
been very serious for all concerned. The chief interest of the 
case is that it illustrates the different methods of older and mere 
modern legislation in dealing with the contracts of public 
bodies, and in endeavouring to secure purity of administration. 
To enact, in effect, that any contract in which any member 
of the public body is interested as the owner of a single 
share in a contracting company is to be altogether void, 
seems an unnecessarily stringent provision, and it may be 
doubted whether it has ever been very effectual. It was sepehihy 
due to the large increase of commercial companies and their 
shareholders, that in later oe the like object has been 
aimed at by provisions of a different character. Thus we find 
that section 46 of the Local Government Act, 1894 (which 
relates to the contracts of parish and district councils and 8 
of guardians), does not invalidate contracts in which members 
of those bodies are interested; it disqualifies a person so 
interested from being a member of the y, and it contains 
important exceptions from this disqualification, including an 
exception in favour of a member whose interest is merely 
that of a shareholder in a joint-stock company, but the 
shareholding councillor or guardian is not to vote on any 
question in which his company is. interested unless, in the case 
of water companies or other companies for carrying on works 
of a like public nature, this prohibition is dispensed with by 
the county council. Probably a provision of this kind is at 
least as effectual as the more -and-fast enactments of half 


&@ century ago. 





THE onLY workmen’s compensation appeal of last week which 
calls for notice is Daniel v. The Ocean Coal Co. The question 
was as to the power of a county court judge to direct that the 
whole or a portion of the compensation payable upon the death 
of a workman should’ be invested for the benefit of his de- 
pendants. The workman in question left as his dependants 
a widow and two infant children. The county court ngs 
ordered that about three-fifths of the sum awarded sho 

aid direct to the widow, and the remaining two-fifths invested 
by the registrar of the county court in the Post Office Savings 
Bank for the infants. The widow was the legal personal 
representative of the deceased, and claimed that the whole 
compensation should be paid to her. The provisions of 
the first schedule to the Act as to how the compensation 
is to be dealt with are somewhat conflicting. Clause 4 ides 
that ‘‘ the payment shall in case of death be made to the legal 
personal representative of the workman” (if any), “‘and, if 
made to the legal mal representative, shall be paid by him 
to or for the benefit of the d ts or persons entitled 
thereto under this Act.” this clause stood alone, it would 
have been difficult to resist the claim of the widow in this case. 
But clause 6 provides that the compensation may be invested or 
applied for the benefit of the person entitled thereto as agreed 
or as ordered by the arbitrator (in this case the county court 
judge); and by clause 7 a sum agreed or ordered to be invested 
may be invested in the Post Office Savings Bank in the name of 
the registrar. Reading these clauses a, wry there is little 
doubt that the court was right in holding that the judge had fall 
power to make the order appealed . In v. Lambton 
Collieries ara on Monday last, the court decided, on appeal 
from the County Court, that an accident to a workman 
which occurred in a railway siding g to the employers 
at a distance of three-quarters of a mile the mouth of the 
employers’ mine, did not happen “on or in or about a mine” 
within the meaning of the Act. The only doubt as to the point 
arose from the definition of ‘‘mine” contained in the Ooal 
Mines Regulation Act, 1887, and in ted in the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897. Under definition “ mine” 
includes, amongst other things, “all the works, tramways, and 
sidings both below ground and above ground in and adjacent to 
and Fel ing to the mine.” The court, however, that 
these w must be taken as expressing physical connection 


with the mine itself. 
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In THE WHOLE range of the criminal law there is probably 
nothing more difficult to define than an “‘ attempt” to commit a 
crime. A recent case at the Old Bailey furnishes a good 
example of this difficulty. In Reg. v. Maddock the prisoner was 
indicted for attempting to commit arson. It was proved that he 
had placed a quantity of inflammable substances on the 
floor of a certain house, saturated them with methylated 
spirits, and placed a freshly trimmed candle in the midst. 
As he had not lighted the candle, it was argued, on a 
motion to quash the indictment, that the prisoner had 
merely made preparation to commit a felony, and had not 
gone far enough for his acts to constitute an attempt 
in law; and that, in order to convict of an attempt, the 
prisoner must be shewn to have done the last act depending 
on himself, with the intention of committing the offence. On 
the other hand, it was argued that the acts of the prisoner 
clearly shewed what his intenticn was, and were sufficiently 
proximate to the commission of the offence to amount to an 
attempt. Lawrance, J., quashed the indictment, and refused 
to state a case. He was of opinion that as something 
remained to be done by the prisoner, and there was no 
interruption, what he did was not an attempt. The correctness 
of this decision is certainly open to doubt. It makes a great 
deal turn on the point whether or not there was interruption. 
It is submitted that this is a point on which much stress should 
not be laid, at all events unless it is clear that the accused had 
voluntarily abandoned his criminal intention. It may be that, 
although not interrupted, he was merely awaiting a good oppor- 
tunity to complete his purpose, when, his preparations being 
discovered, he was arrested. In such a case it seems rather 
unfortunate if it is correct law that, whatever elaborate prepara- 
tions a man may have made with the intention of committing a 
crime, he cannot be punished unless he has completed the series 
of acts which he intended. 





PROBABLY MOST people will agree that a person who stores 
inflammable things in a house with the intention of burning 
the house down, ought to be liable to punishment if he is not 
now so liable. In Reg. v. Roberts (Dears. 539) the prisoner 
had procured from an innocent agent dies for the purpose 
of making certain counterfeit foreign coins. It was held 
that the prisoner was rightly convicted of attempting to 
make such coins. Parke, B., said, ‘‘An attempt is not an 
indictable attempt unless it is an act directly approximating to 
the commission of an offence, and I think this act is a sufficient 
approximation.” Jzrvis, C.J., was of the same opinion, and 
thoughi it probably impossible to formulate any clear definition 
of what constitutes an attempt. This case appears to be 
inconsistent with the decision of Lawrancz, J. On the 
other hand, there are cases fully supporting that decision, 
and an opportunity seems to have been lost, through his 
refusal to state a case, of getting a valuable judgment 
from the Court for Orown Cases Reserved. Perhaps the 
present Lord Chief Justice might have been able to define 
“attempt ’’ clearly enough to have enabled many difficulties to 
be surmounted in the future. Such difficulties must, however, 
always remain to some extent. A mere intention is, of course, no 
crime. The authorities say, however, that as soon as the intent 
is manifested by an overt act, there is an attempt. The difficulty 
lies in the question of law, whether the act charged is or is 
not merely preparation for the commission of the offence, and 
too remote to constitute an attempt. If a man were to buy a 
box of matches with the intention of committing arson, and do 
nothing further towards the completion of his purpose, his act, 
which was primd facie an innocent one, would certainly be too 
remote. But where an act is done with a criminal intent, and 
where the nature of the act itself points clearly to the intent, as 
the collecting of inflammable things in a certain place, it is 
submitted the act ought to be considered sufficiently proximate 
to the offence, 








By the deaths of Mr. Forsyth, Q C., Mr. Millar, Q.C., Mr. John Clerk, 
Q.C., and Sir John Bridge, there were recently four vacancies among the 
benchers of the Inner Temple ; there are two at the Middle Temple, 
consequent on the deaths of Sir Charles Hall, Q.C., and Mr. Crump, 
Q.C.; and one in Lincoln’s-inn, caused by the death of Mr. Elton, Q.C. 








WHAT IS AN ACCIDENT? 


Tue word ‘‘accident” holds a very important place in legal 
er. An important branch of the common law of torts 
eals with the liability for injury caused by “accident.” Then 
the growth of accident insurance has given rise to many cases 
in which the word “accident” has been judicially considered 
and interpreted. Further, recent legislation relating to the 
liability of employers for injuries to their workmen by 
accident has introduced it in a new connection in which 
it is capable of receiving yet another distinctive interpreta- 
tion. It will, therefore, tend to clear up some doubtful 
oints to trace the word to its origin, and to try and classify 
its different legal significations, with special reference 
to its use in that difficult piece of legislation, the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897. 

The primary meaning of the word “ accident” is, according to 
Murray’s Oxford English Dictionary, ‘“‘ anything that happens,” 
“an occurrence, incident, event.” In this sense it is used by 
Shakespeare in Othello (I., iii., 135): “. Of moving 
accidents by flood and field.” But in its secondary and popular 
sense it means, according to the same authority, ‘‘ anything 
that happens without foresight or expectation,” and more 
particularly an unfortunate event, a mishap, and hence more 
abstractedly implying an element of chance, something 
fortuitous. Further, when used popularly, the word accident 
usually imports an injury, however caused, and without 
special reference to legal liability. 

At common law, however, the word “accident” is used in a 
much narrower sense. It connotes negligence and only includes 
such events as result in injury caused by negligence. The 
common law term ‘‘accident’” therefore implying legal 
liability, excludes ‘‘accidents” used in the true sense of 
the word, and this is what is meant by saying that no 
one is liable at common law for injury caused by “ inevitable 
accident.” By “inevitable accidents” are meant accidents 
which cannot be avoided by the exercise of reasonable human 
care and foresight, and this very definition negatives negli- 
gence. It is only, then, for ‘‘avoidable”’ accidents (accidents, 
that is, which would not have occurred had reasonable care and 
foresight been exercised) that a person is liable at common law. 
Strictly speaking, however, to speak of “avoidable accidents” 
is @ contradiction in terms, since, as we have seen, the word 
“accident ” imports something that happens without foresight 
or expectation—that is, could not be avoided. 

The numerous cases decided upon the construction of policies 
of insurance against injury and death by accident throw 
considerable light upon the meaning of the word accident. For 
although the actual decision has often turned upon the particular 
form of the policy, yet the word accident has frequently been 
judicially interpreted. In Hamilton, Fraser, § Co. v. Pandorf 
(12 App. Cas. 518) Lord Hatussury said that something 
‘‘ fortuitous and unexpected ” is involved in the word. Again, in 
many cases the question has arisen whether death was the result 
of disease or of an accident. In such cases the decisive factor has 
been the answer to the question, Was the immediate cause of 
death the disease or was it the introduction of some fortuitous, 
unexpected element? The case of Laurence v. Accidental Insurance 
Co. (7 Q. B. D. 216) well illustrates this distinction. A man, 
who was insured under a policy excluding fits, had a fit on a 
railway platform and fell off under a passing engine. It was 
held that the accident of being run over by the engine was the 
cause of death and not the fit. The engine was the extraneous, 
fortuitous element. 

The liability of employers for accidents to their workmen 
was in the first instance governed by the ordinary common 
law rule—that is, the employer was only liable for his 
ersonal negligence: Zarrant v. Webb (18 OC. B. 787). Even this 
iability was curtailed by the doctrine of common employment. 
The Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, did not make any change 
in principle, but merely abolished in certain cases the operation 
of the doctrine of common employment. The word accident is 
not used throughout the Act. Up to this point, then, the 
employer was not liable to compensate his workmen for 
accidents in the true sense of the word at all. It was left for 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, to give the word 
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‘accident’ a legal signification far wider than it had ever had 


before. That Act, in the employments to which it applies, 
makes an employer liable to compensate his workman for every 
injury by accident arising out of and in the course his 
employment, unless caused by the serious and wilful mis- 
conduct of the workman. The Act does not define the 
word accident, which is used in its widest sense, and 
must therefore include accidents in the true sense of the 
word, that is, inevitable accidents, and accidents in the common 
law sense of the word, that is, accidents arising from negligence, 
even though that negligence be the workman’s negligence. 

But wide as is the sense in which the word is used it must 
be remembered that the injury must be the result of an 
accident. The event which causes the injury must have the 
attributes of an accident. Although the injury arise out of and 
in the course of the employment, the employer will not be liable 
unless it results from an accident—that is, have an element of 
the fortuitous and unexpected. This point is well illustrated on 
both sides by the recent group of cases, Hensey v. White, Lloyd 
v. Sugg, and Walker v. Lalleshall Coal Co. (1900, 1 Q. B. 481). 

In Hensey v. White aman died from injuries caused by a 
strain arising out of and in the ordinary course of his employ- 
ment. The court refused compensation on the ground that 
the primary cause of death was his weak state of health, 
and that there was no forfuitous or unexpected element 
which had caused the injury. In other words, the injury 
had not been caused by an accident. A still more heroic 
attempt was made in Walker vy. Lilleshall Coal Co. to include 
in the word accident a case in which a man had suffered 
injury while working in the ordinary way of his trade. 
It was argued that “accident” was used in its primary 
sense of ‘‘anything that happens,” so that the fortuitous ele- 
ment, necessary to the secondary and popular sense of the word, 
need not be present. But the court adhered to its decision 
in Hensey v. White. In Lloyd v. Sugg, however, where 
& workman was injured on his hand by a mishit from 
the hammer of a fellow-workman, the court held that the 
injury was caused by an accident, although it was aggravated 
by the fact that the workman suffered from gout. ‘Thus it is 
clear that the Act does not include cases in which the workman 
suffers injury owing to the dangerous character of his trade, 
apart from any extraneous cause. It cannot be said that such 
injury is ‘‘ without foresight or expectation.” It is not an accident. 
It is somewhat curious that this defence—namely, that the 
injury was not caused by an ‘‘accident,” has not been more 
frequently invoked. It might often succeed in cases which 
approximate, but do not amount to, serious and wilful mis- 
conduct. 

If a man is guilty of gross negligence or recklessness, he must 
be presumed to know the probable consequences of his acts, and, 
if injury is caused by such negligence or recklessness, it cannot 
be called the result of an accident. Again, in several cases it 
has been held that disobedience to orders does not amount to 
serious and wilful misconduct so as to exempt the employer from 
liability under section 1 (2) (c) of the Act. But if a man knows 
that the orders were given to avoid an obvious danger, and yet 
disobeys them and gets injured, his injury is certainly not the 
result of an accident. There is no element of the unexpected 
about such an accident. The man could probably have fore- 
told exactly why and how the accident would happen. 

The Act is a very sweeping one, and affords very few defences 
to the employer. More attention might probably profitably be 

given to this line of defence, which arises out of a consideration 
of the true meaning of the word “ accident.” 








Tn a case in the Probate Division on Monday, counsel described a testatrix 
as a ‘‘ retired widow.’’ The President said: I am afraid I do not know 
what a retired widow is. Counsel replied: Nor I, my lord, but my 
affidavit describes the lady as such; saueoenion another learned counsel 
suggested : Retired from widowhood, as she is dead. The President: Ah, 
very likely. 

The judges (Lawrance and Kennedy, JJ.) have fixed the following com- 
mirsion days for holding the summer assizes on the Western Circuit—viz. : 
Salisbury, Tuesday, May 29; Dorchester, Tuesday, June 5; Wells, 
as June 8 ; Bodmin, Thursday, June 14; Exeter, Thursday, June 21; 
Winchester, Thursday, June 28; Bristol, Thursday, July 5. . Justice 


THE COPYRIGHT BILLS, 


THE eet Bills which have been introduced in the House 
of Lords by Lord Monxswett, and which are now under the 
consideration of a committee of that House, pro in addition 
to amendments, a very important consolidation of the existing 
statute law relating to copyright. The Bills are two in number, 
and deal respectively with —— and artistic copyright. 
Under literary copyright are included (1) copyright properly so 
called, or the right of oe pon be ies of books ; (2) perform- 
ing right, or the right of publicly performing dramatic or 
musical works ; and (3) lecturing right, or the right of orally 
delivering lectures. This division is taken from the prefato: 
memorandum to the Oopyright Bill, and that Bill deals wi 
each of these subjects. The schedule of statutes which it is 
proposed to repeal includes the Dramatic Copyright Act, 1833, 
the Lecture Copyright Act, 1835, the Copyright Act, 1842, and 
the Copyright (Musical Compositions) Acts of 1882 and 1888, 
The subject of artistic copyright is covered by the Copyright 
(Artistic) Bill, and it is proposed to put an end to the distinctions 
hitherto existing between the three classes of artistic work—(1) 
engravings and prints; (2) sculpture; and (3) paintings and 
photographs. This involves the repeal of the Engraving Oop: : 
right Acts of 1734 and 1766, the Prints Oopyright Act, 1777, 
the Sculpture Copyright Act, 1814, the Prints and Engravings 
Copyright Act, 1836, and the Finé Arts Copyright Act, 1862. 
The subject of literary copyright has from time to time been 
the subject of keen controversy, as well in its practical as in its 
technical legal aspect. The circumstances attending the passing 
of the Copyright Act of Annz, and the history of the litigation 
in the last century by which the booksellers sought to establish 
the existence of a perpetual copyright at common law, have been 
stated by Mr. Brrrect, in his usual interesting style, in his 
recent Quain Lectures, republished under the title of ‘‘ The Law 
and History of Copyright in Books.” At the present time the 
law is based, as is well known, on the Oopyright Act, 1842, 
which gives as the term of copyright the life of the author and 
seven years afterwards, or forty-two years, whichever period is 
the longer. Section 20 of that Act gives the same term also 
for the performing right in dramatic pieces and musical compo- 
sitions. Oopyright in lectures is secured by the Lectures 
Copyright Act, 1835, and under section 4 of that Act the author has 
from the date of the publication of the lecture as a book the same 
term as that allowed for copyright in books under the repealed 
Copyright Act of 1814 (54 Geo. 3, ¢. 156)—namely, the life of 
the author, or twenty-eight years, whichever is the longer. 
But a lecturer cannot take advantage of the Act unless notice to 
two justices has been given before the delivery of the lecture in 
the manner specified in section 5; and it seems that he is not 
protected at all against the oral delivery of the lecture by some 
other person. s 
The Copyright Bill deals in clauses 3 and 4 with copyright in 
books, in clause 5 with performing right, and in clause 6 with 
lecturing right, and for each right it gives the same term— 
namely, the author’s life, and thirty years from the end of the 
ear in which he dies. This is the term which was recommended 
y the Copyright Commission of 1875-1878, and which has been 
specified in the Bills previously introduced by Lord Monxsweu. 
With respect to copyright in books an important extension is 
proposed, and under clause 3, in addition to the multiplication of 
copies of the book, it includes abridgments, tions, the 
novelization of dramas, the dramatization of novels, and adapta- 
tions of music. Upon each of these matters the existing law, it 
is pointed out in the prefatory memorandum, is either unsatisfac- 
tory or doubtful. ‘‘The doctrine of English law,” it is said, 
“that the employment of intellectual labour on the work of 
another author, with some additional matter, makes the creation 
of such labour a new work, appears to have led to great con- 
fusion. The true rule would seem to be that the substantial 
appropriation of the ideas or work of another is an infringe- 
ment of copyright, and ought to-be so treated.” The per- 
forming right in a dramatic or musical work is defined 
by clause 5, as “the exclusive right of the owner of such 
performing right to perform or authorize the performance 
in public of such work throughout the dominions of 





Lawrence will not join the circuit until Exeter is reached. 
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performance and lasts for the term specified above. It is, as the 
definition shews, quite distinct from the copyright in the 
the work, and it is specially provided that these two rights may 
be held by different persons, and shall be deemed to be distinct 
rights for the purpose of assignment or otherwise. But where 
the dramatic or musical work is published as a book, and it is 
intended that the performing right should be reserved, notice of 
such intention must be printed on the title-page of the book. 
This is already provided for musical works by the Copyright 
(Musical Compositions) Act, 1882. By clause 6 lecturing right 
is defined to mean “the exclusive right of the owner of such 
right to deliver, or authorize the delivery of, a lecture in public 
throughout the dominions of her Majesty.” The author of the 
lecture is <(leclared to be the first owner of the right, and the 
right begins with the first delivery of the lecture in public. As 
in the case of the performing right, the lecturing right is 
declared to be distinct from the right to publish the lecture as a 
book, but if the lecture is so published with the consent in 
writing of the owner of the lecturing right, the lecturing right 
ceases. The lecturing right will not be infringed by a news- 
aper report of the lecture, unless such report is prohibited 
™ notice given orally at the beginning of the lecture, or by a 
written or printed notice affixed as stated in clause 6 (10). 

Clauses 7-12, which contain special provisions as to certain 
works, propose some important changes in the law. When a 
book is published after the death of the author the copyright 
is to subsist for thirty years from the end of the year of 
publication. This term, in accordance with the recommendation 
of the Copyright Commission, is substituted for the term of 
forty-two years under the existing law. Contributors of 
articles to periodical works have the right, under section 18 of 
the Copyright Act, 1842, of republishing their contributions in 
a separate form after the lapse of twenty-eight years. It 
is proposed to reduce this period to two years. Clause 12 
is intended to secure for the proprietors of newspapers a short 
term of copyright in news independently of the form in which 
it is conveyed. It provides that the proprietor of any news- 
paper or news agency, who has obtained specially and inde- 
pendently news of any fact or event which has taken place 
beyond the limits of the United Kingdom, shall be entitled for 
the space of eighteen hours immediately succeeding its publica- 
tion to the exclusive right of publishing the news within the 
United Kingdom, and a penalty of £1 may be imposed in 
respect of every copy of a paper infringing this copyright, up 
to a maximum of £50. 

Under clause 13 the owner of copyright, or of a performing or 
lecturing right, may assign his right in writing, but the existing 
law as to registration of the ownership of the right, or of assign- 
ment is not reproduced. The reason, itis stated, of the omission 
of the requisition of registration is that from the multiplicity of 
small works it becomes impracticable. One music-seller is said 
to have had at least 20,000 copyrights. In respect of the 
infringement of literary rights (clauses 14-17), the Bill preserves 
- in the main the old remedies, with the exception that it abolishes 
the special penalties in the case of the infringement of the 
performing rights in dramatic and musical works. This is in 
consequence of the difficulties which have arisen from their 
enforcement. The definition clause retains as far as possible 
the old definitions in order that the mass of cases on which the 
copyright law in great part depends may not be disturbed. 

The memorandum prefixed to the Oopyright (Artistic) Bill 
draws attention to the different terms and conditions assigned 
for copyright in engravings and prints, in sculpture, and in 
paintings and photographs respectively. The term for en- 


before proceedings can be taken for infringement, but is 
unnecessary in the case of engravings, prints, and sculpture, 
There is, as the authors of the Bill observe, not the slightest 
reason for all these distinctions, and it is now propvsed to 
assimilate the law of copyright in respect of artistic work to 
that of literary copyright by granting a term of protection for 
the author’s life and thirty years afterwards. The definition of 
artistic work is based on the Berne Convention in order to avoid 
interference with existing international agreements. It includes 
(1) any work of painting, drawing, or sculpture; (2) any 
engraving, photograph, &c.; (3) any plastic work relative to 
geography, topography, architecture, or science in general; 
and (4) any production in the literary, scientific, or artistic 
domain which can be published by any mode of impression or 
reproduction. The copyright in an artistic work and the rights 
of ownership are declared to be distinct and to be capable of 
being vested in different persons (clause 4); but the owner of 
the copyright alone is not to exercise any of his privileges as 
such owner without the consent of the owner for the time being 
of the work itself. The two Bills, if passed into law, will 
place the law of copyright on a much more intelligible and 
satisfactory basis. 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Kelly’s Draftsman. Containing a Collection of Concise Precedents 
and Forms in Conveyancing. With Introductory Observations and 
Practical Notes. Fourth Edition. By LEonarp H. West, LL.D., 
Solicitor, Law Tutor to the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., and 
WILLIAM AUSTIN, Solicitor, Butterworth & Co. 


A Summary of the Law of Torts or Wrongs Independent of 
Contract. By ARTHUR UNDERHILL, M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. 
Seventh Edition. By the AvUTHOR; assisted by Husert STUART 
Moorkg, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The Law Relating to Electric Lighting and Energy. 
Edition. By JoHN SuHirEss Wirt, Q.C. Butterworth & Co. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
FAILURES OF SOLICITORS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—On the 27th of April there appeared a leading article in the 
Times of which the text was that ‘‘the confidence of the public is 
not altogether what it was in regard to certain kinds of business as a 
rule conducted through the medium of solicitors.” Tbe same article 
conveyed also the interesting intelligence that a firm of solicitors had 
issued a circular, the object of which appears to have been to satisfy 
their clients that they (the particular firm of solicitors) conducted 
their business honestly. Then followed a special general meeting of 
the Incorporated Law Society, at which a resolution was unani- 
mously passed to appoint a committee ‘‘ to inquire into the best 
means of protecting the profession and the public against such mal- 
practices as have been disclosed in certain recent cases,’’ and at this 
meeting the president and other speakers, with some exceptions, 
appear to have arrayed themselves in sackcloth on behalf of the 
profession. I observe also that, as a fitting sequel, the mover of the 
resolution (himself a member of the committee) has confided his own 
opinions at length to a reporter of the Daily Mail. 

I turn from these proceedings to the article in your issue of last 
week, and I see that you also re recent events as affording 
ground for anxiety and humiliation, and that you rejoice in the 
appointment of this committee. 





gravings and prints is twenty-eight years from publication, and | 


they must be made in Great Britain; mere publication here is 
not sufficient, though the designer may be of any nationality. 


nationality, but must apparently be published in Great Britain. | 
The term of copyright is fourteen years from the publication of 
the work, with a second term of fourteen years for the sculptor 
if he survives the first term. Paintings and photographs may be 


made anywhere ; but the maker must be a British subject or | ¢ 


resident in the dominions of the Crown. The term of copyright 


With such a force on your side, and your own authority thrown 
into the scales, it is, I fear, like the voice of one crying in the 
wilderness to suggest that the 7'imes, the circularizing solicitors, and 


| the members of the Incorporated Law Society present at the 
| recent meeting, have been wonderfully quick to deduce general 
Sculpture may be made anywhere and by a person of any | 


conclusions of a humiliating kind from particular cases which happen 
by a coincidence to have recently come together rather in a bunch, 
just as we occasionally see the law of averages apparently, but not 
really, upset by an unusual number of murders, suicides, or other 
crimes of any given kind occurring within a short space of time. 

It would also, I suppose, be idle to ask whether if, say, three large 
ailures of solicitors, accompanied by discreditable circumstances, 
come to pass within a short period of time, it is not highly probable 


is the life of the artist and seven years. Registration | that an abnormal length of time will elapse before any failure of the 


is required in the, case of paintings and photographs | kind occurs again, 
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Again, it is, I imagine, useless just now even to ask those who are 
responsible for this movement to consider whether there is any 
conceivable possibility that this committee can so improve an imperfect 
world out of all knowledge as to devise a golden method which will 
purge the profession altogether from dishonest rascals, or, failing 
that, any equitable method which will insure the public against the 
misdeeds of dishonest solicitors at the expense of their innocent 
brethren. 

It may be said that, if the public are alarmed, it is wise for the 
profession to shew their eagerness to associate themeelves with the 
public sentiment and take the bull by the horns. That is a very 
plausible argument, but I deny the existence of the bull—or, in other 
words, the existence of any wrong-doing other than such as is to be 
found in large or small degrees, according to their temptations and 
opportunities, in every profession, trade, and occupation in the 
community, from the potman who takes money out of a till upwards. 
If I am right, the profession does not need to adopt these extraordinary 
measures of self-abasement. If I am wrong, and there is prevalent 
corruption and dishonesty in the profession, then this committee is 
indeed necessary ; but I am entitled to say that even its most strenuous 
supporters did not put forward any such idea. 

It may be said, again, that this committee, if it does no good, can 
do no harm; and, judging from particular instances within my 
knowledge, I have reason to believe that a good many members 
voted for it, or did not vote against it, from that opportunist point 
of view. I differ from that conclusion because I think that whetever 
may be said by way of explanation or qualification, the appointment 
of the committee is, or (which is equally mischievous) will generally 
be considered to be, a half confession or admission that there is some- 
thing rotten in the state of the profession; and I also think that, 
while at the passing moment the general public, like the Soticrrors’ 
JOURNAL, may praise the course adopted, the more enduring, though 
totally erroneous, outside impression will be that the Incorporated 
Law Society knew there was something very generally wrong and 
shrewdly adopted the most comfortable way of keeping within their 
own control a highly disagreeable subject. There are already 
signs that this not very flattering conclusion finds favour in some 
quarters. 

It seems to me, with great respect, that the committee may just as 
practically, and much less invidiously, extend the scope of its inqui 
into the general subject of the better observance of the eigh 
commandment by lawyers, bankers, merchants, brokers, clergy, 
tradesmen, and all other classes identified with specified occupations ; 
and that in their hurry to convince the public that as a profession 
solicitors condemn dishonest practices, and in mistaken deference to a 
passing wave of prejudice, the Law Society have cast an unmerited 
slur upon their own profession which will long survive the recollection 
of the individual cases that have lately attracted public notice, and 
the silly alarms to which it is supposed they have giver rise. 

I do not expect the opinion I have expressed to attract any sym- 
pathy now, but I do most honestly believe that I shall not long be 
singular in holding it. EpwarD F, TURNER. 
Leadenhall House, 101, Leadenhall-street, London, May 7. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—May not the recent scandals in some measure be attributed to 
the effect of the absorption by Government officialism of the work of 
the profession, and the lowering of the scale of remuneration for 
what is left to them ? 

These causes result in solicitors being unable by their earnings to 
live in the style to which they have been accustomed, and to bring up 
their families in a way suitable to their station in life. 

Increasing leisure and diminishing incomes induce them to look to 
other sources, and they may resort to transactions in land, or 
building or company promoting, or, worst ofall, the Stock Exchange. 

In any of these lines their inexperience does not enable them success- 
fully to cope with those who have made these subjects their life-long 
business, and success not unnaturally eludes their effcrts in a new 
departure in which their specialized knowledge is of little avail. 
But hope springs eternal in the lawyer’s breast, and failure stimulates 
him to fresh efforts—and without the smallest idea of doing anything 
wrong, he may apply the money of others left in his hands to what 
he deems a safe and genuiuve investment in the confident expectation 
of retrieving his former failure, and be as much distressed at the 
idea of really misapplying other people’s moneys as the clients them- 
selves could be—until at lust he becomes hopelessly involved, 

For a remedy it is useless to talk about insurances, or examications 
of clients’ books. é 

Let solicitors be adequately remunerated, so that they may be able 
to earn a living by their profession—and make it criminal for them 
to misapply moneys in their hands under any circumstances—and let 
clients take some little interest in their affairs, and keep their own 
securities, and not by their folly and supineness facilitate these frauds, 
and they would soon come to an end. W. R. 


[J'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I have read the remarks on this subject made by the 
various solicitors at the meeting of the Incorporated Law Society 
on the 27th ult. 

Mr. Blunt is reported to have asked ‘‘if it was ible to 
frame bye-laws, &c., to support the confidence of clients in solicitors 
who were members of the society. If anyone employed 
solicitors who were not members of the society he must take the 
consequences.” . 

Most of the recent erring members of our profession were members 
of the society. This, therefore, appears to be no very great safe- 
guard to a client, but I think Mr, Blunt’s suggestion an excellent 
one for increasing the membership of the society. The mere fact of 
being a member does not make a man honest, or vice versd. 

Black sheep are to be found in plenty in every walk of life, but 
I think the most you can do is to punish the evil-doer as he is found 
out. To prevent evil-doing is beyond even the ken of the Incorporated 
Law Society. Moreover, if it were not for “ evil-doing” of one 
sort: -“ another, the necessity for our existence would greatly 


ish. SoLiciTor. 
London, May 9. 





MR, HASTIE’S MOTION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—With reference to Mr. Hastie’s motion that solicitors should 
be remunerated at the same rate as other persons who negotiate the 
sale of property, I think the mistake solicitors make is to allow land 

ents and others to act when solicitors might do so. The expenses 
of a sale by suction are often excessive owing to the expenses incurred 
in advertising so that auctioneers may earn their 2} per cent. for the 
mechanical process of occupying the rostrum. This is sufficient to 
debar the solicitor from getting allowed on taxation the poor 
remuneration of 1 per cent. for ‘‘ conducting” the auction. The 
sooner solicitors act in concert against this anomalous condition of 
things the better. GEORGE WILLSON. 

9, t-street, St. James’s, May 8. 





ESTATE DUTY ON LEASEHOLDS OF WIFE PASSING ON 
DEATH TO HUSBAND. 


[To the Editor of the Solieitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—A. B. became of a leasehold property, of which the 
value was under £500, on the death of his wife, jure mariti. The 
wife had no other estate. 

The officials at the district registry require letters of administration 
to the wife’s estate to be taken out. Surely this is unnecessary, as 
the estate duty, if such is pen can be paid upon an account. 

I shall be glad if any of your readers can give me information on 
the point. SUBSCRIBER. 

71, Temple-row, Birmingham, May 9. 





THE LAW SOCIETY’S MEETING. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—In your notice of the special general meeting of this society, 
held on the 27th of April, the observations of ‘‘ Mr. A. J. Blount,” of 
London, are reported. 

I am requested to inform you that it was Mr. F. W. Blunt, of 
London, who addressed the ——- 

. W. Wruiramson, Secretary. 


Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., May 9. 








In the House of Commons, on the 4th inst., Mr. Hedderwick asked the 
First Lord of the Treasury whether he was aware of the fact that the 
General Council of the and the Incorporated Law Society had 
repeatedly recommended the oS of additional judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division of the Supreme Court; that a joint committee of 
these two associations representing the bar and solicitors of England was 
recently appointed to consider tbe arrears of legal business in that division 
of the Supreme Court, and that, after careful c msideration of the report of 
that joint committee, a resolution was passed by the General Council of 
the Bar, and communicated to the Lord Chancellor, declaring that an 
addition to the judicial strength of the Queen’s Bench Division was an 
imperative necessity in the interests of suitors and of the public; and 
whether, having regard to the constant arrears of legal businees in that 
division of the Supreme Court and to the repeated recommendations of 
the associations named, her Majesty’s Government meant to take any steps 
to remedy the grievances mention Mr. Balfour said: I am advised that 
the Lord Chancellor is gee to consider any particulars that mey be 
adduced as to the condition of business in the Queen’s Beach Division. 
My information, however, does not support the statement in the question 
that there are constant arrears. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re A.B. &CO. Ex parte J. M. RICHARDSON. No. 2. 
4th May. 
Banxuvurtcy—Petition—Intertm™ Recetver—SrectaL ManaGeER—Prtition 
UxttmateLy Dismissep—Account or SpectAL MANAGER. 


This was an appeal in Bankruptcy from a decision of Mr. Registrar 
Linklater given on the 2nd of April, 1900, and involved an important 
question as to whether the official receiver is entitled out of the debtor’s 
estate to the expenses properly incurred by him whilst acting as interim 
receiver during the pendency of a bankruptcy petition, in cases in which 
the petition is ultimately dismissed. On the 18th of January, 1900, a 
bankruptcy petition was presented against A. B. & Co., an American 
firm trading both in America and England. Pending the hearing of 
the petition, the official receiver was appointed interim receiver of 
the debtoz’s property under section 10 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883; 
and oh the application of the petitioning creditors he appointed a 
special manager of the debtor’s business in England under section 
12 of the same statute. The special manager carried on the business 
till the 28th of February, when the petition was finally dismissed by 
the Court of Appeal on the ground that in this particular case the 
English courts had no jurisdiction (ante, p. 293). On the 2nd of April 
Mr. Registrar Linklater ordered that the sum of £409 which had been 
paid over by the special manager during his managership to the official 
receiver, and represented the gross receipts of the business for the period 
in question, should be handed over to A. B. & Co. without allowing any 
deduction for wages and other necessary sums of money which had been 

id by the : manager out of his own pocket and which he had not 

m recouped. From this order the special manager and the petitioning 
creditors now appealed ; and it was argued on their behalf that two courses 
only were open to the defendants : (1) They were free to ignore altogether 
the manager's trading and its results (including the £409); to demand 
back their property; and to claim damages for its conversion. Such 
an action, however, would not lie against even those creditors on whose 
initiative the special manager had been appointed, since the manager was 
in no sense their agent, but the officer of the court: Peruvian Guano Co. v. 
Dreyfus Bros. (1892, A. C. 166, yer Lord Field, at p. 199); Ex parte Vaughan 
(33 W.R. 151, 14 Q. B. D. 25). (2) Or they might recognize, and take the 
benefit of, the manager’s trading; but in that case they must allow him 
his proper expenses: Dowse v. Gorton (40 W. R. 17; 1801, A. ©. 190, per 
Lord Macnaghten, at p. 203); Whitmore v. Black (13 M. & W.507). Refer- 
ence was also made to Je Taylor (5 L. T. N. 8. 711). 

Tue Covrr (Linpiey, M.R., Ricsy and Corus, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Lrypiey, M.R.—This is a matter of some little difficulty, and of more 
than a little interest. I do not attach much importance to the question 
whether the receiving order in this case was discharged simply on the 
ground that the order was erroneous, or because there was never any 
jurisdiction to make it. The line between the two is, no doubt, a very 
fine one, but Iam not going to discuss it now. The petition has been 
dismissed, and that being so the official receiver has no longer any 
authority to carry on the business. But it does not follow that the official 
receiver is therefore to be treated as though no such order had ever been 
made. His accounts must be passed in the usual way—his account alike 
of the moneys he has received and of those he has paid away. Now what 
is this sum of £409 which is now in the hands of the official receiver? It 
is money which represents gross receipts, and is not a balance at all. The 
learned registrar has made an order that this sum is to be handed over, 
just as it stands, to the debtors. That, in my opinion, would be grossly 
unjust. Even if the order appointing the receiver had been made, in the 
proper sense, without jurisdiction, yet the court would never allow its 
officer to pay more than the balance due from him on taking the account. 
No injustice will be done to anybody, and the appeal must be allowed. 

Ricsy, L.J.—As to the general principle, 1 agree entirely with the 
Master of the Rolls. As to the appointment of the official receiver I wish 
to add a word or two. I do not think it is open to anyone to say that he 
was wrongly appointed in the sense that there was no jurisdiction to 
appoint him. As soon as a petition is presented there arises at once the 
power to appoint a receiver, whatever the result of the petition may be. 

Co.tixs, L J.—I agree. The question has been raised as to whether the 
debtor is entitled to treat the special manager as a wrongdoer. If he is so 
entitled, there is much to be said for the respondent’s point of view. But 
I do not think myself that the special manager can be so treated. His 
appointment by the court was perfectly good till it was set aside.— 
Counse., Muir Mackenzie; C. A. Russell, Q.C., and Carrington. So xicrrors, 
Bentwitch, Watkin- Williams, & Gray ; J. H. Moggridge. 

Reported by J. E. Mornis, Barrister-at-Law. | 
ROWLLS v. BEBB. No.2. 3rd May. 


TENANT Yor Lire AND RemaInpERMAN—REVERSIONARY INTEREST IN CONSOLS 
—Trust ror Converston— Power To Postponks—DIKecTIon THAT TENANT 
¥YoR Lire sHoutp Ensoy Income or Unconvertep Prorerty—RAate or 
INTEREST. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. A testator, who died 
in 1887, bequeathed all his property to trustees, upon trust for conversion 
and investment, and to pay the income to his sister Alice Bebb for life, then 
upon trust for her children if she should have any, and in default of 
children for his trustees absolutely. The will contained a power to post- 
pone conversion with a direction that the tenant for life should enjoy the 


27th April and 





income of unsold real estate till conversion. Part of the testator’s estate 
consisted in a reversionary interest in a sum of cons2ls set apart to answer 
an annuity to his sister Alice Bebb, the tenant for life under the will. At 
the time of the testator’s death Alice Bebb was aged thirty-five and 
unmarried. She subsequently became a lunatic, and died without ever 
having been married. On her death the reversionary interest fell in, and 
it was contended on behalf of the Crown, she having died intestate and 
without relations, that the reversionary interest ought to have been realized 
in her lifetime, and that this not having been done, her estate was entitled to 
be recouped out of the capital to the extent of the income which she 
would have enjoyed if the conversion had been made. Stirling, J., 
following Mackie v. Mackie (5 Hare 70), decided against this contention. 
I'he Crown appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Lixpiey, M.R., Rigry and Couns, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Liyp.ey, M.R.—In this case we have to consider a question of some 
difficulty, both on the construction of the will, and on what has been done 
since the death of the testator. Now, the will contains not only a dis- 
cretionary power to the trustees to postpone the conversion, but also a 
direction which applies to the income, if any, of the unconverted estate. 
In other words, if the conversion be postponed, the rule in Howe v. Lord 
Dartmouth (7 Ves. 137) is excluded by virtue of this direction in the will. 
Pausing there, and assuming the discretionary power to have been pro- 
perly exercised, it appears to me on the authority of Mackie v. Mackie that 
the decision of Stirling, J., was right. Mackie v. Mackie covers a point 
which, but for that, would have caused us some difficulty—that is to say, 
whether a clause like this can apply to property which does not yield 
income. In Mackie v. Mackie it was held that it did apply, and 
Stirling, J., has taken the same view in the present case on the principle 
that the tenant for life has taken the property for better or worse. Howe 
v. Lord Dartmouth does not apply either against her or in her favour. 
On this point I have come to the conclusion that Stirling, J., is right. But 
another point has been raised before us, as to what has been done since the 
testator’s death. Certain affidavits have been put in before us which were 
not read before Stirling, J. Now, on this additional evidence I am yuite 
satisfied that these trustees did not exercise this power of postponement 
with a view to benefit themselves. But I do think that it never occurred 
to them that the tenant for life was entitled under the rule in Howe v. Lord 
Dartmouth to have this reversionary interest sold and invested. I think 
that they never considered this at all. Now, before I go further, I will 
consider what the scope of this discretion was. From what I have said 
about Mackie v. Mackie, it follows that, if this power had been exercised and 
the reversionary interest which ought to have been sold had not been sold, 
it would have altered the relative positions of the tenant for life and the 
remainderman. I do not doubt that, but it does not appear to me that this 
is anything in the nature of a power of management. I do not think that 
the trustees, apart from managing the estate, could have postponed 
the conversion in the interests of the remaindermen. I think tue better 
way of testing the ecope of this power is this. Suppose the tenant for life 
had insisted on this conversion, could the trustees have refused? I think 
they could not. There was nothing in the position of the property which 
would have justified the trustees in refusing to convert as a matter of 
management because the tenant for life was enjoying a large income from 
some other property which ought to have been sold. Now, if I am right that 
they never did think about this power, and that if they had thought about 
it, they could not have properly refused to convert, what follows? It 
follows that the representatives of the mnant for life are entitled to have 
that income which she has lost during her life made good out of the 
capital of the estate. It has been suggested that under the circumstances 
of this case the trustees have in fact done what was the right thing to do. 
I cannot come to that conclusion. I do not think the circumstances would 
have justified the trustees in postponing this conversion. Further, this 
conclusion involves the assumption that their discretionary power was more 
than a power of management, and I do not think the discretion authorized 
the trustees to alter the rights of the tenant for life, except so far as they 
altered them by postponing the conversion of one part of the estate rather 
than another in the management of the estate asa whole. The account, 
therefore, must be rectified. The only other point is whether interest 
ought to be allowed at the rate of 3 or 4 per cent. Under statute 
judgments bear interest at 4 per cent., and under the rules legacies bear 
interest at 4 per cent. Of course we cannot alter that. But there is no 
rule which applies to a case of this kind, and apart from the judgment 
of Kekewich, J., in Re Goodenough (44 W. R. 44; 1895, 2 Ch. 55), I think 
3 per cent. is the proper interest to be allowed. You cannot get interest 
at 4 per cent. now, at any rate from securities with which trustees have 
any business. Apart from this the appeal must be allowed. 

Riepy and Cotins, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnsz1, Sir Rk. BE. Webster, A.G., 
and Joyce; Butcher, Q.C., and Hon. F. Russell. Soxrtcrrors, Hare § Co. ; 
Walters, Deverell, § Co. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriz.ixe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re GLADSTONE. GLADSTONE v. GLADSTONE. No. 2. 2ud May. 
Serttepy Lanp—Tenant ror Live—Bvinpinc Lease—REesErvarion oF 
Miverats—Serriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), ss. 6, 13, 17. 

This was an appeal from an order of Cozens-Hardy, J., in chambers. 
A summons was taken out by trustees for the purposes of the Settled 
Land Act, who had been appointed by an order of the court on bebalf 
of an infant to exercise the powers of a tenant for life under the Acts 
during his minority, for the determination of the question whether they 
had or had not power to grant building leases of parts of the settled 
estates reserving the mines and minerals. Cozens-Hardy, J., following 
Newell and Nevill’s Contract (48 W. R. 181; 1900, 1 Ch. 90), held that they 
had no power. The trustees appealed. 
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oe Covrar (Linpiey, M.R., Ricsy and Cotiins, L.JJ.) allowed the 
a 5 
7 INDLEY, M.R.—This case turns on various sections of the Settled Land 
Act, of which the governing section is sectisn 6. ‘The question is whether 
a tenant for life can grant a lease of settled land and reserve the minerals. 
Cozens- Hardy, J., following the decisions in Newell and Nevill’s Contract, has 
held that he cannot doit. I confess I cannot agree with that decision, 
and I think I see the mistake the learned judge has made in arriving at it. 
I will not go back to the old authorities, but I will look at section 6 and 
see what it says. [His lordship read the section, and continued :] 
Reading that section as a whole, it is obvious that the general 
language which gives the tenant for life this power applies to building and 
mining leases as well as to other leases. Looking at the words of the 
section one does not see any room for doubt in the matter. And the words 
“the settled land or any part thereof’? mean that a tenant for life can 
grant mines reserving the surface or grant the surface reserving the 
mines. If Kekewich, J., is right, a tenant for life cannot grant a 
ease of mines with a reservation of the surface. That is to cut the 
power down to an extent which I do not think is justified by the language 
of section 6, or by the scope of the Settled Land Acts, which is to 
increase the powers of the tenant for life. That is the conclusion I should 
arrive at apart from authority or the other sections of the Settled Land 
Act. Then looking at the other sections, section 13 rather supports the 
view taken by the appellants. Then section 17 does seem a liitle the other 
way, as it confers an express power to make such reservations in mining 
leases. No doubt there is some difficulty, but I do not think there is 
sufficient to cut down the plain language of section 6. It appears to me 
that the object of section 17 was to remove other difficulties about mining 
leases, and this power to make reservations was put ia by way of extra 
precaution. There ie no other section of the Act to which I need refer; 
and as regards the authorities, I do not think they have any application at 
all. I think Darell y. Hoare (12 A. & E. 356), on which Kekewich, J., relied, 
was perfectly right, both under the old law and under the new; but all 
that that case decided was that a power to let land does not give you 
power to impose a burden onit. As to Buckley v. Howell (29 B. 546), 
that was the case of a sale, and the Legislature thought it necessary to 
pass an Act to get rid of the consequences of that decision. I think there 
was ample power under section 6 to grant this lease. 
Ricsy and Cots, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Warrington, Q.C., 

and 0. L. Clare; Hon. A Lyttelton, Q.0.; Eustace Smith. Souxtcrrors, 
Farrar § Porter, for Barker § Rogerson, Chester. 


[Reported by J. I. Srinuinc, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re MARTIN (OTHERWISE GUILLARD). LOUSTALAN v. LOUSTALAN. 
No. 2, 29th and 30th March; 30th April. 


Witt—W111 or Foreicner Resipent 1n ENGLAND—SvupsEQuent MARRIAGE 
tn Enctanp—Revocation—Domiciu. 


Appeal from a decision of the President of the Probate Divison (68 L. J. 
Prob. 106), given on the 6ih of August, 1899. Catherine Euphrasie 
Loustalan, a Frenchwoman by birth, came to eee rior to 1870, and 
during that year, whilst residing near Huddersfield, executed her 
holograph will on official French Paper in accordance with the regula- 
tions of the law of France. bis will, which was not ‘executed 
conformably with English law, constituted her sister, Marie Loustalan, the 
plaintiff in the present action, her universal legatee. The testatrix 
subsequently married a Frenchman, Louis Guillard (who assumed the 
name of Martin) in 1874; but her husband deserted her and returned to 
France in 1890. The testatrix died on the 9th of January, 1895. Her 
brother, Jean Loustalan, the defendant in the _——- action, took out 
letters of administration to her estate in England on the 22nd of March, 
1895, the will already mentioned having been for the time forgotten, and it 
being believed that the testatrix had died intestate. An action having been 
subsequently commenced by the plaintiff for the revocation of the grant 
of these letters of administration, and for — of the will already 
mentioned, it was decided by Jeune, P., (1) that the domicil of the 
deceased was the same as that of her husband, and that the domicil of 
the latter was at the time of the marriage French ; (2) that husband and 
wife intended to marry according to the matrimonial régime of England ; 
(3) but that the ancient rule that a pre-nuptial will is revoked by subse- 
quent marriage was a part of the testamentary, not of the matrimonial, 
law of this country. Under these circumstances the learned President 
revoked the grant of letters of administration, and made a grant of 
administration with tle will annexed to the defendant, as the natural 
aud lawful brother of the deceased. From this decision the defendant 
now appealed ; and the following cases were cited during the course of the 
hearing: Marston v. Roe (8 A. & E. 14), Bremer v. Freeman (10 Moore P. O. 
306), Forse and Hembling’s case (4 Coke’s Rep. 614), In re Aganoors Trusts 
(64 L. J. Ch. 521), Jopp v. Wood (13 W. R. 481, 34 L. J. Ch. 212), Beil v. 
Kennedy (L. R. 1 H. L. Scot. 307), Odny v. Udny (L. BR. 1 H. L. Scot. 
441), Croker v. Marquis of Hertford (4 Moore P. ©. 339), Abd-ul-Messih v. 
Furra (13 App. Cas. 431, at 439, 441, and 444), Mayor of Canterbury v. 


Wyburn (43 W. R. 430; 1895, A. C. 89). 
miuMs, L.JJ.; Lropiey, M.R., 


‘ins Covrr (Ricsy and VavcHan 
dissenting) allowed the appeal. 

LixpLey, M.R.—By English law, by which I mean English law irre- 
spective of all foreign law, this will, since it was not attested as required 
by English law, is therefore clearly invalid. But foreign law must be 
taken into account. Those principles of private international law which are 
recognized in this country are part of the law of England, and on those 
principles the validity of the will, so far as it affects movable ~ ap 
depends on the law of the domicil of the testatrix when she Xi e 


(10 Moore P. C. 306, at P. 359, &c.), Doglioni v. Crispin (L. R. 1 H. L. 
301), and in Re Trufort f W. R. 163, 36 Ch. D. 600). But, further, 
the validity of a will of movables made by a m domiciled in 
a foreign country at the time of such person’s death not only 
may, but must, depend on the view its courts take of the validity of 
the will when made and on its subsequent revocation, if that question 
arises. If the domicil of the testatrix is to be treated as Knglish 
when she became a married woman her will was revoked by ,her 
marriage, for such is the law of land, whatever the intentions of 
the parties may be (1 Jarman on Wills, c. 7). But if her domicil was 
French, her will would not be revoked by a, my law, and still less by 
French Jaw. Both laws are alike in regarding her domicil as that of her 
husband as soon as she married him. Tae effect of her marriage must 
therefore depend on the English view of his domicil. Having thus stated 
the principles which, in my opinion, ought to be applied to the case, I 
now proceed to consider the facts. [His lordship shortly reviewed them. ] 
The learned President decided, and, in my opinion, rightly decided, that 
the domicil of the testatrix in the English sense was French when 
she died. He also came to the conclusion that the domicil of the 
husband at the time of the wary © was in France, not in England. 
Now if, as the President considered, the parties were (according to English 
views) domiciled in France when they married, their 1 would not 
revoke their previous wills. I proceed, therefore, to inquire whether the 
President was right in his view that the husband was domiciled (in the 
English sense) in France, and not in England, when he married. To acquire 
an English domicil in the English sense, not only is a change of residence 
and place of business required, but there must be an intention to adopt the 
new residence permanently or for an indefinite period: see the authorities 
collected in Dicey Conflict of Laws, is 104, et seg. I see here no proof of 
any intention to abandon France as his domicil in the Engli-h sense, and 
to acquire a domicil in the English sense in this country. My own con- 
clusions are that the domicil (in the “Eoglish eense) of the testatrix was 
French when she made her will, French up to the time she married, French 
by her marriage, and French when she died. It is not necessary to cite 
authorities to shew that it is now settled that, according to International 
Law as understood and administered in England, the effect of marriage 
on the movable property of spouses depends (in the absence of any 
contract) on the domicil of the husba in the English sense. The 
authorities will be found in Foote’s International Law (2nd ed.), pp. 
315 to 321, and Dicey’s Conflict of Laws, p. 648 e¢ seg. This being 
clear, the will was not revoked; and if not revoked, it was clearly valid as 
regards the wife’s movable property. Section 18 of the Wills Act 
does not apply to the wills of foreigners who die domiciled abroad 
(Deane’s Wills Act, note to section 18, cites an authority for this); and 
the effect of the is not to vest the wife’s property in the 
husband. French law did not so vest it, neither did International Law 
as understood and administered in this country. The English law applicable 
to English people, and according to which a woman’s personal property 
formerly vested in her husband on marriage, and according to which her 
will was revoked by marriage even before the Wills Act, could not apply 
on rinciple to French 5 married in England, but (according to 
English views) domiciled in France when they married. In my opinion 
the will has been properly admitted to probate, but it will not apply to 
leasehold property, for that is not regarded as movable property, to which 
latter alone the lex domicilié is applicable (Dicey p. 72). ° 

Ricsy, L.J., after reviewing the facts, said: I consider the reasonable 
inference to be that the husband intended to remain in England, and was 
domiciled there according to English, as he certainly was according to 
French, law. It is his intention that governs, not that of the wife, in the 
absence of any marriage settlement, and I conclude that he intended 
English law to apply, and that law gave him immediately on the marriage 
the exclusive right to all the wife’s movables—that is, to everything that 
could pass by the holograph will of 1870. As by the marriage she would 
become incapable of another will, the will of 1870 would be 
revoked. It matters not that she might subsequently, by an alteration in 
the law, become entitled to personal property which she could dispose of 
by will. Such a new testamen’ power would not, in my opinion, 
reverse the will which had already been revoked. 
Vavonan Wiis, L.J., was of opinion that the decision of the court 
below ought to be reversed; and his judgment was grounded on the 
conclusion that the testatrix acquired an English domicil at the time of 
her marriage.—Counsei, Inderwick, QC, and Grazebrook; H. J. H. 
Mackay. Soxtcrrors, Blount, Lynch, § Petre; M. Herbelet. 

(Reported by J. E. Morais, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


PARDOE v. PARDOE. Stirling, J. 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, and 9th May, 


Wiui—Serritep Estare—Tenant ror Lire—Eaurrante Estatre—*“* Fuii 
AND AssoL.ute ConTrot’’—Waste—Timpsr—Peaiopica, Ovrrics— 
Procerps or SaLe—Acrion sy Next Tsnant ror Lire. 


This was an action in which the plaintiff claimed relief on the ground 
that the defendant had been guilty of waste in cutting timber. The facts 
were short and not really in dispute. By his will, dated in 1879, George 
Pardoe, who died in 1884, gave, devised, and appointed all bis real and 

rsonal estate whatsoever unto and to the use ot his wife for the term of 
or natural life, and after her decease appointed and bequeathed his real 
estate and the residue of his personal estate to the use of his brother 
F. Pardoe ; the testator appointed his wife his sole executrix aud gave 





authority for this statement is wanted it will be found in Bremer v. Freeman 


her “full and absolute control over all m perty’’ during Ler life. 
F. Pardoe died in 1892, having by his will devised all the real estate of 
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which he had the power to dispose under the testator’s will and subject | systematic course of cultivation which is the whole essence of a timber 
to the life estate of Mrs, Pardoe, the defendant, to his son G. O. Pardoe, | estate. His lordship continued :] If I were to hold this case to be within 
the plaintiff, during bis life without impeachment of waste and after his | the exception in Dashwood v. Magniac, the exception would very soon eat 


decease to the use of bis first and other sons successively according to | up the rule. These estates are, to my mind, a v 
seniority in tail with remainders over. The property in question consisted | is not a timber estate. 


of three estates in Shropshire, and on three separate occasions, in 1887, 
1889, and 1599, the defendant had cut and felled timber; the last sale, 


as the defendant admitted, included oak and ash trees and one 


elm, all upwards of twenty years old and growing in coppices and woods. 
For the plaintiff it was submitted that, as there was no evidence of 
periodical cutting, selling or replanting, of any regular income derived 
therefrom, or of any wood-books having been kept, this could not be 
called ‘‘a timber estate,’”’ and the doctrine of cases like Honywood v. 
Honywood (22 W. R. 749, L. R. 18 Eq. 306) and Dashwood v. Magniac (1891, 
3 Ch. 306) did not apply; the defendant was impeachable for waste, 
having no power to waste capital, but only a power of mere management 
which she had exceeded (Woodhouse v. Walker, 28 W. R. 765, 5 Q. B. D. 
404; Seagram v. Knight, 15 W. R. 1152, 2 Ch. App. 628); the clause 
giving her ‘‘full and absolute control’? immediately follows the 


+ appointing her executrix, and is merely ministerial (section | 


of Conveyancing Act, 1881, referred to); to escape punish- 
ment for waste there must be ‘special licence had by writing of 
covenant making mention that they (i.¢c., fermors) may do it’’: 52 Hen. 3, 
c. 23, Statute of ‘Marlebridge. On behalf of the defendant it was urged 
that the clause rendered her unimpeachable for waste. A tenant for life 
was not a “‘ fermor’’ contemplated by the Statute of Marlebridge (1 Coke’s 
2nd Institutes, 144, 145 (1) (5)), Lewis Bowles’ case (11 Coke’s Rep. 149), 
Chamberlain v. Dummer (1782, 1 Bro. C. C. 166), Bewes on Waste, 145. 
She was at least in as beneficial a position as a tenant for life with an 
ordinary clause with ‘‘ without impeachment for waste,” and was entitled 
to manage the property in a husbandlike manner for her own benefit : 
Vincent v. Spicer (4 W. R. 667, 22 Beav.380). Evenif the power were fiduciary, 
to follow the rule in Seagram v. Knight would be too narrow a construc- 
tion of the power here. She was entitled to apply the proceeds for the 
benefit of the estate, as she did in fact do, so as to prevent a state of decay 
which no one else was liable for not preventing. Section 42 of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, has no reference either directly or by analogy: see 
sub-section 7. 

Srixuina, J., first decided the point of construction, saying that the 
discussion of the same might serve the useful purpose of clearing 
up the position. His lordship thought it was clear that the words 
ot the testator did not make the first tenant for life unimpeachable 
for waste, but he did think that they conferred the most extensive powers 
of management which an owner in fee simple could have. 

As to whether the tenant for life could apply the results of sale for her 
own benefit, his lordship reserved his view until he had heard the evidence 
as to their application. 

Evidence was then given on behalf of the plaintiff and the defendant, 
the plaintiff submitting that the past cuttings of timber were wrongful, 
and that as the defendant intended to continue the wrongful acts, he was 
entitled to an injunction (Perrot v. Perrot, 3 Atk. 94; Lowndes v. Bettle, 
33 L. J. Ch. 451); the defendant being the tenant in possession and 
impeachable should pay the proceeds into a separate fund, she to have the 
income for life, and the capitul to go to the remaindermen who are 
unimpeachable: Waldo v. Waldo (12 Sim. 107), Gent v. Harrison (Johns. 
Rep. 517), Lowndes v. Norton (25 W. R. 826, 6 Uh. D, 139). Cur. adv. vult. 

STIRLING, J., after stating the facts, said that if the felling was wrongful, 
the piaintiff could make out no title to any proceeds of the sales in 1887 
and 1889, for they would pass to the legal personal representative of 
F. Pardoe ; and the proceeds of the 1899 sale would belong to the person | 
first entitled to an estate of inheritance. His lordship continued: The 
firet question is whether or no on the construction of the will the defendant 
is made unimpeachable for waste. In the will there is no exemption from 
the ordinary rule in express terms, but the defendant relies on the clause 
giving ‘‘full and absolute control.”” Does that enlarge the interest of 
the defendant and enable her to take for her own benefit what she 
could not otherwise take? I have already expressed my opinion that 


good example of what 
This defence wholly fails. Her second 
defence is that the felling was justified by the powers of manage- 
ment. Here there is more to be eaid, and [am not disposed to puta 
narrow construction on the words. Expert advice before the earlier 
sales had not been followed; both in 1887 and in 1899 the felling was not 
confined to decayed trees, but included oaks which would have grown 
bigger. I come to the conclusion that the defendant destroyed timber 
without effectually producing a proper coppice, and did not treat the 
Valletts estate in due course of management. The case is equally 
strong, if not stronger, with regard to timber on the Nash Court estate. 
His lordship declared that the defendant, according to the true construc- 
tion of the will, was not dispunishable for waste, and not entitled to cut 
timber and timberlike trees except in due course of management and for 
the benefit and preservation of the estate, and his lordship being of opinion 
that the power of managemnet over the estates given by the testa’or to the 
defendant was a fiduciary power, further declared that the defendant was 
| liable to account for the proceeds of timber and timberlike trees cut down, 
| and not entitled to apply such proceeds for her own use and benefit. 
| Liberty given to apply for an injunction if necessary.—CovunszL, J. G. 
| Butcher, Q.0., and ‘3 M. Walters; W. H. Upjohn, Q.0., and G. E. Cruick- 
| shank. Soxicrrons, Walters, Deverell, § Co. ; Richard White, for Byrch § 
Cox, Evesham. 





{Reported by W. H. Draren, Barrister-at-Law.} 


GEER v.GEER. Byrne, J. 8th and 9th May. 

ParTNERSHIP — DissoLuTion Dxrsp — Construction — Accounts — IreMs 
CHARGEABLE TO Prorir awp Loss—DegrPnreciaTION oF LEASEHOLDS AND 
Macuinery—New Macurvery. 

Trial of action. The father of the plaintiff and defendant had, prior to 
his death in 1893, carried on the business of a bookbinder upon certain 
leasehold premises at Farringdon-road and Bowling Green-lane. It 
| @ppeared that he had kept books of account, but the system, though 
sufficient, was crude and simple in the extreme. By his will the testator 

gave his business, including the leasehold premises upon which it was 
conducted, to his two sons in the proportion of three-sevenths to Edward, 
the plaintiff, and four-sevenths to John, the defendant. After the death 
| of their father the plaintiff and defendant carried on the business in 
artnership for about a year, but they had no articles of partnership. 
rior to the father’s death there was a sum of about £4,007 Ils. 3d. 
due from the business to a bank, for which the bank had a 
| charge upon the leasehold premises in Farringdon-road and Bowling 
| Green-lane and some freeholds in Essex. It was decided to reduce the 
| liability to the bank and accordingly the plaintiff and defendant on the 
| 23rd of January, 1895, mortgaged the leasehold premises in Farringdon- 
| road and Bowling Green-lane to one Corben for £3,000, which was paid 
to the bank in reduction of its charge, the bank releasing tne leaseholds 
from the charge. On the 5th of August, 1895, the partnership was 
dissolved and a deed of dissolution was executed between the partners 
under which the plaintiff assigned all his interest in the bu-iness, 
including the leaseholds, to the defendant. The defendant covenanted to 
carry on the business on the premises for the residue of the term of 
eighty years for which the premises were held if both the plaintiff and 
he should so long live and should pay to the plaintiff for life £4 
a week, and in addition thereto, as a kind of annuity, such a 
sum as should be equal to one quarter of the sum or amount (if 
any), whereby the net profits arising from the said business during the 
year commencing on the lst of January and ending on the 31st of December, 
in respect of which such annuity 1s to be paid, should exceed £800; then 
followed provisions as to the mode of payment. The defendant also cove- 
nanted to keep true and just accounts of all the dealings and transactions 
of and in connection with the business during the plaintiff's life in the same 
way, and according to the same principles in and according to which the 
accounts in relation to the said business had theretofore usually been keptand 











it does not. Tne property in question includes both real and personal 
property, and the gift with remainder over implies that the testator 
intended the property to pass to the remaindermen. By the rule in 

Howe v. Lord Dartmouth, it the property consists of property liable to 
waste it must not be retained, but sold. I think I am entitled to look | 
for the testator’s meaning as to what he meant to do with the personal | 
estate. Do the words he uses mean that that rule is to be set aside? | 
I think not. Now, one of the meanings given to ‘‘ control’’ in Johnson's 

Dic ionary 1s ‘‘superintendence.” The words here simply give her a | 
very large power of management, and do not affect the nature of the prior 
interest; it therefore was incumbent on her to preserve the personal 
property. The same applies as tothe realestate. Id» notthink the words 
would enabie her tocommit waste. She is by the will impeachable for waste. 
We bave her admission as to what was cut in 1899 and, ever since Coke 
on Littleton at least, oak and ash over twenty years old have been 
considered timber. A tenant for life is not entitled to cut timber unless 
there is some expression in the will shewing that he is entitlea to do so. 
Prima facie the defendant has committed waste, and the burden lies on her 
to shew that she was so entitled. Her first defence is that the case falls 
within the exception laid down in Honywood v. Honywood, established by 
the Appeal Court in Dashwood v. Magniac [His lordship read from the 
judgments of Jessel, M.R., and Chitty, J.]. ‘Cherefore we have to look an 

see how the estate was dealt with in the lifetime of the testator. [His 
loruship then referred to the evidence in detail, and said that it was really 
all one way; as one of the defendant’s witnesses said, there had 
been ‘‘a@ great deal of irregularity,’ and nothing like the regular and 








so as to shew accurately by a proper balance-sheet a profit and loss account 
andthe amount of net profitsarising from the said businees during each year. 
He also covenanted to pay and discharge in due course all the debts due 
from the testator at the time of his death in respect of the said business or 
which had since been incurred as amening in the books of the business 
and which then remained outstanding or undischarged and also the 
principal money, interest, and other moneys payable or to become 
payable under or by virtue of the said mortgage of the 23rd 
of January, 1895, and would at all times thereafter indemnify the 

laintiff against all such debts and liabilities. Some machinery used for 
bookbinding had become old and was partly sepaired and partly replaced 
by new machinery. On the dissolution and each year afterwards the books 
of the business were handed to a firm of chartered accountants, with 
instructions to pre’ a balance-sheet and profit and loss account in 
accordance with the terms of the dissolution deed; but beyond this the 
accountants had no special instructions. Balance-sheets and profit aiid 
loss accounts were prepared, in which the defendant sought to debit 
against the profits of the business before ascertaining the amount of 
the annuity payable to the plaintiff (i.) the interest payable in 
respect of the mortgage of January, 1895 ; (ii.) various sums for deprecia- 
tion of the leasehold property at Farringdon-road and Bowling Green- 
lane ; (iii ) various sums fur depreciation of machinery ; and (iv.) a con- 
siderable sum for new machinery and repairs to old existing plant and 
new machinery. For the plaintiffs it was contended that the interest due 
in respect of the mortgage of 1895 clearly ought not to be debited against 
profit and loss before ascertainiug the amount to which he was entitled, 
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for the defendant by the deed of dissolution had clearly taken upon 
himself the whole burden of that mortgage as part of the considera- 
tion for his purchase of the plaintiff’s share of the business. Machinery 
was capital, and therefore any amount assessed for depreciation or 
reinstatement ought to be charged to capital and not income. For 
the defendant it was urged that, inasmuch as the mortgage of January, 
1895, had been made by both partners, on behalf of the partnership, the 
interest due in respect of it ought to be charged in the accounts before the net 
profit was arrived at. As to the depreciation of leaseholds and machinery, 
the case of Rishtonv. Grissell (L.R.5 Eq sae be authority for charging such 
items to profit and loss account. As to the charge for new machinery, expert 
evidence shewed that in this case, having regard to the manner in which the 
business accounts had been kept, it ought to be charged to profit and loss 
account. Frames v. Bultfontein Mining Co. (1891, 1 Oh. 140) was also cited. 

May 9.—Byrve, J., after stating the facts, said it was clear that as to the 
items for depreciation of the leasehold premises and the machinery they were 
rightly charged to profit and loss account, and for that proposition, if 
authority were wanting, Rushton v. Grissell was sufficient. The parties here 
had not bargained otherwise. Good books had been kept of the business, 
but they were not kept in the usual form, and did not permit of a profit 
and loss account being rendered. There was no bargain here not to bring 
in such charges as depreciation of lease and machinery to profit and loss 
account. But the new machinery was different. It ought to be charged 
against capital. As to the mortgage to Corben of January, 1895, the 
purchaser had taken upon himself the obligation of paying the capital and 
interest of the mortgage, and therefore the defendant could not charge 
interest on the mortgage in his accounts against the plaintiff. The plain- 
tiff, therefore, succeeded on two points and failed on two.—CovnszL, 
Levett, Q.C., and EB. Ford ; Rowden, Q.C., and Ribton. Soxictrors, H. § 
Harris § Co. ; Starling ¢ Wright. 

[Reported by BR. Leicu Bamssotnam, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
SAGAR v. CLARE. Div. Court. 5th May. 


PaxLiAMENTARY Execrion—Norice or Onsgscrion, Form or— Notre— 
SreciricaTion or List—Francutss Lisr—Parocuian List—Partia- 
MENTARY AND Municrpat Recistration Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 26), 
Scuep. Form 1. 


Special case by way of appeal from a decision of James Cottingham, 
Esq., revising barrister of the Blackpool Division of Lancashire and 
of the borough of Blackpool. The appellant objected to the name of 
Robert Fielding, of 103, Adelaide-street, B 1, as a parliamen 
elector of the Blackpool Division and as a burgess of the boroug 
of Blackpool. The notice of objection which he served upon the 
overseers of Blackpool was in the following form: ‘‘I hereby give 
you notice that I object to the name of Robert Fielding, of 103, Adelaide- 
street, being retained on Division I. of the occupiers’ Jist of electors for 
your parish (or township) as a parliamentary elector for the Blackpool 
Parliamentary Division of the County of Lancaster (Blackpool polling dis- 
trict) and as a burgess of the borough of Blackpool. Dated Oct. 16, 1899. 
—Exiau Sacar.’’ The address of the objector was then stated. The 
objection was heard on the 12th of September, 1899, when the point 
was taken on behalf of Robert Fielding that the borough of Black- 
pool was divided into six wards, Adelaide-street, the only street of 
that name in the borough, being in Bank Hey Ward, and that the 
words Bank Hey Ward did not appear in the notice of objection, 
which, it was argued, was therefore invalid. The revising barrister 
was requested on behalf of the objector to amend the notice by 
adding the name of the ward, but on the authority of Barton v. 
Ashley (2 C. B. 4, 1 Lutwyches R. C. 307) he refused to do so, 
and holdi the notice to be invalid, he retained the name of 
Robert Fielding on the list of voters. The objector appealed, and 
his counsel relied on Mortlock v. Farrer (5 ©. P. D. 73). The notice 
was exactly in the form given in the Registration Order, 1895. The 
respondent, who was the Clerk of the Peace for the County of Lancaster, 
was not represented. 

Tue Court (Lord Russert or Kititowen, C.J., and Wricut and 
Daxine, JJ.) held that this was a case in which the amendment, if 
necessary, ought to have been made, but as the notice was verbatim et 
literatim in accordance with the form given in the Registration Order, 
1895, no amendment appeared greene The case, moreover, was covered 
by Mortlock v. Farrer, and the appeal would be allowed.—Counsgi, H. 
Tindal Atkinson. Sotacrrons, Bower, Cotton, § Bower, for Dean § Waterhouse, 
Blackpool. 

{Reported by Exsxinz Rew, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





Bankruptcy Cases. 

Re HARRISON, Ex parte THE TRUSTEE. Wright, J. 1st and 7th May. 

Bankxurtcy—Vo.untTaryY SerrLeMeNt—Po icy or Insurance—Premiums 
—Bankrurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 47. 

Motion by the trustee in the bankruptcy of Cartmell Harrison (deceased), 
formerly a partner in the firm of Ingram, Harrison, & Ingram, solicitors, 
for a declaration that two-fifths of the moneys payable under certain 
policies on the life of the bankrupt, or alternatively all premiums paid by 
the bankrupt to keep alive the policies between 1895 and 1899, and two- 
fifths of the premiums paid by between 1889 and 1895 on the same 
policies were voluntary settlements within section 47 of the Bankruptcy 


Act, 1883, and that the trustee was entitled to the amount thereof. Tne 
bankrupt had executed a post-nuptial settlement in 1877, by which certain 
licies of insurance were vested in trustees for the benefit of members of 
family in such shares as he might appoint. The settlement contained 

no covenant for the payment of the premiums. In 1895 his da’ 
married, and the bankrupt appointed three-fifths of the policies to the 
trustees of her marriage settlement. The bankrupt, who was admittedly 
insolvent in 1889, ten years prior to the bankruptcy, continued to pay the 

remiums until November, 1899, in which month he was adjud 
ey and committed suicide. The administration of the estate in 
bankruptcy was continued, and a trastee appointed, who launched the 
present motion against the trustees of the ement of 1877. The case 

was argued on the Ist of May, when judgment was reserved. 

May 7.—Waicut, J.—The question is whether for the purposes of 
section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the bankrupt’s pa ents of the 
premiums on the settled policies during the ten years before his bank- 
ruptcy ought to be regarded as voluntary settlements, either of the 
premiums paid or of so much of the value of the policies as those payments 
may be supposed to have produced. The respondents contended that the 
only settlement was the original settlement of 1877, more than ten years 
before the bankruptcy ; that the annual payment of the premiums did not 
increase the sum which was to become payable on the death of the eettlor, 
but were merely performances of the condition on which the liability of 
the insurance company depended; and that even if the payment of the 
premium in any year can as a settlement at all, it was 
a settlement only of the amount of such premium and not of any 
part of the value of the policies. It seems, however, to be plain 
that the payment of the premiums is of the consideration for 
the insurance, and the pean of each part of the consideration 
is pro tanto a purchase of the right to the amount insured, and, being 
paid for the p of acquiring or securing the settled fund and so 
converted into a portion of the settled fund, seems to be a fresh settle- 
ment from time to time as the —— are made. The payment of the 
premiums transfers the money from the settlor as the ration for the 
settled fund continuing to exist. I cannot see any difference in this 
respect between payment of the premiums on an old policy and the - 
ment of premiums on a new policy. In either case the payment of the 
premiums upon a settled policy seems in effect to be either a settlement of 
the ee ee or a settlement of what is produced by the payment of 
it; and the only remaining question is which of these two settlements it 
should be considered to be. It seems to me that the thing which is settled 
is not the premium paid, but the fund or result which is produced by it. 
The case seems to me to be the same in substance as if the money paid as 

remiums had been invested in buying the reversion of an estate for the 

nefit of the volunteer. In that case the trustee would take, not the price 
of the reversion, but the reversion itself, which might be much more 
valuable than the price paid for it, but which, and not the price paid for 
it, would be, in the case supposed, the property which at the time of the 
accrual of the trustee’s title is vested in the volunteer by virtue of the 
settlement, and but for the settlement would have been vested in the 
bankrupt. This it is which the section gives back to the bankrupt and 
through him to his trustee in ew: It is admitted by the trustee 
in bankruptcy that so much of the value of the policies as represents three- 
fifths of the premiums ee to the marriage of the bankrupt’s 
daughter in 1895 must be regarded as having been settled at that date for 
valuable consideration. There must be a declaration that the trustee is 


entitled to so much of the value of the policies as represents the premiums 
paid during the ten years prior to pe wee ay Ae peed after 
deducting so much of that value as represents three- 8s of the premiums 


paid between 1889 and the a in 1895. Application allowed.— 
CounseL, Muir Mackenzie and Whinney; Reed, Q.C., and Leigh Clare. 
Souicrroxs, Black § Moss; H, § T. Powell. 

[Reported by P. M, Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFERS OF ACTIONS, 
Oxpers or Oovurr. 


Friday, the 27th day of April, 1900. 

Whereas from the present state of business before Mr. Justice Stirling, 
Mr. Justice Kekewich, and Mr. Justice Farwell respectively, it is expedient 
that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. Justice Stirling and Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, should for the purpose only of hearing or of trial be transferred 
to Mr. Justice Farwell; now I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, 
Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Obancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order 
that the several causes and matters set forth in the Schdules hereto, be 
accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice Stirling and Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, to Mr. Justice Farwell for the p only of hearing or of 
trial, and be marked in the cause books ly. And this order is to 
be drawn up by the registrar, and set up in several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


‘FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srm ine. 


J F Timms & Co., ld v Timms 1899 J 1,311 March 10 
White v Barnes 1900 W 388 March 10 

Baxter v Welsh 1899 B 4,746 March 19 

Levin v Spiegel 1897 L 2,761 March 19 

Sainsbury v Isaacs 1899 S 4,124 March 19 








Winstone v Gray 1899 W 3,183 March 21 
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The Cu ya Submarine Telegraph Co, ld vy West India and Panama Telegraph 3 ean 
x ld 1898 © 508 March 23 LEGAL NEWS. 
v han Jenkins 1899 I 2 } arch 28 
gle v Vaughan Jenkins ,036 March OBITUARY. 


Armstrong v Garrett 1899 A 375 March 30 

Bake v Lucas 1900 B 8 April 3 

Cox v Earl of Dudley’s Round Oak Works, ld 1899 C 1,993 April 6 
Newbridge Rhondda Brewery Co, ld v Evans 1899 N 1,716 April 7 
Williams v Watkin 1900 W 217 April 9 

In re Birch Birchv Birch 1899 B 2,615 April 10 

The Manchester Ship Canal Co v Manchester Racecourse Co, ld 1899 M 


3,423 April 12 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
ee & Biograph Co ld v Nicole Freres 1d 1899 B 3,422 
e , 


Paterson v Arnup 1899 P 2,139 March 8 

Poland v Miller 1899 P 2,181 March 13 

Willett v Crundall 1899 W 2,775 March 19 

Sutton v Briggs 1900 S 851 March 19 

Edwards v Mansell 1900 E 13 March 19 

King v Smith & Fricker 1899 K 758 March 23 

Smith & Fricker v King 1899 S 4,123 March 23 

Greenham v Greenham 1899 G 1,715 March 24 

Williams v Wyatt Wyatt v Williams 1899 W 3,354 March 27 

Hay v Northcote 1900 H 360 March 28 

Llewelyn v Jacob 1900 L 445 March 28 

Harris v Rosenberg 1900 H 3,470 March 29 

Smith v Betchley 1899 S 2,797 March 29 

Deutsche Verlags Anstalt v Nops’ Electrotype Agency 1899 D 659 
March 30 Hatsnvry, C. 


. Monday, the 30th day of April, 1900. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kexewrcu (1900 —H.—No. 684). 


Justiman Heathcote, Edwards Heathcote, James Edwards and Charles 
D’Oyley Cooper v Hereford & Co (Limited) Hatszvry, O. 





; Tuesday, the lst day of May, 1900. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Sririrne (1900 —E.—No. 269). 


In the Matter of E Bishop & Sons (Limited) Edward Wellace Bishop v 
E Bishop & Sons (Limited) Haussunry, C. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR, 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar on Wednesday : 

LiNcoun’s-1nN.—Hussam-ud-Deen ; Benjamin ©. Forder, Emmanuel 
Coll., Cambridge ; John B. Dyne, jun., King’s Coll., Cambridge, B.A. ; 
Heinrich F. von Haast; John R. Innes, Edinburgh University. 

Inner Temrie.—Harold R. Ward, B.A., Oxford (holder of a Certificate 
of Honour awarded Hilary Term, 1900); Nigel R. Playfair, B.A., Oxford ; 
Kenneth McL. Marshall, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; John Wilson, LL.B., 
Edinburgh; Francis R. Sanderson, B.A., Oxford; John 8S. Stewart- 
Wallace, B.A., Oxford; John R. C. Lyons, B.A., Cambridge; Arthur 
Cinnamond, B.A., Oxford; Arthur G. Blake; and Ernest J. Welfare. 

Mippte Tempte.—Samuel E. Bray, M.A. Honours, Trinity Coll., 
Dublin; John B. Wood, M.A., Trinity Coll., Oxford; Archibald C. 
Connell, LL.B., London University, 1st Class Honours; Philip N. 
Richardson, B.A., Exhibitioner of Pembroke Ooll., Oxford; Hamilton 
Willis, F.R.G.S. ; Joseph E. Lilley; William R. P. Russell; Robert N. 
Green-Armytage; Julius E. Pitcher; and Henry N. Crouch, LL.B., 
London University Honours. 

Guay's-1nn.—William ©. T. Wilson (formerly a solicitor, certificate of 
honour C L. E., Easter, 1900); Sheikh Mohammed Akbar; Iotin Nath 
Roy, a member of the Bengal Provincial Civil Service; Edward 
O’Connor, M.A. (Oxon.), district inspector of Royal Irish Constabulary ; 
Bhai Gurbakeh Singh Giyani; Alexander J. Balm; John H. F. 
Reed, B.A. (London University), clerk in the India Office; and Chaudri 
Sultan Mohammad Khan, advanced student of Cambridge University. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvuvents’ Desatinc Socrery.—May 1.—Chairman, Mr. J. D. A. 
Johnson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘That the case of Durent § Co. v. 
Roberts, Keighley, Maxsted, § Co. (1900, 1 Q. B. 629) was wrongly decided.’’ 
Mr. A. B. Russell opened in the affirmative, Mr. P. M. C. Hart seconded 
in the affirmative; Mr. Valentine Ball opened in the negative, Mr. W. M. 
Pleadwell seconded in the negative. The following member also spoke: 
Mr. Raisin. The motion was lost by one vote. 








Sir Ganrre, Gotpngy died this week. He was eldest son of the late 
Mr. Harry Goldney, of Chippenbam, Wilts. end formerly practised as a 
solicitor at Chippenham. From 1865 to 1885 was a Member of Parliament 
for Chippenhani, and in 1880 he was created a baronet 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Henry Ctay, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Hanley, in the place of Mr. Abel John Ram, Q.C., resigned. 

Mr. Tuomas Artuur Bramspon, solicitor, has been elected Member of 
Parliament for Portsmouth. He was admitted in 1878, and in 1884 was 
unanimously elected coroner of the borough at the age of 26. He isa 
magistrate for the borough. 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Colonel Wiit1am ALpwortn Homes Hane, R.E., died 29th April, 1900, 
Any solicitor who prepared a Will for him is requested to communicate 
with Messrs. Nicholl, isty, & Co., 1, Howard-street, Strand, London. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DIssoOLUTION. 


Onestmuus Smart Bartierr and Wi.u14M Prerpornt Roserrs, solicitors, 
(Bartlett & Roberts), Paignton, Brixham, and Dartmouth. March 25. 
[ Gazette, May 4. 





GENERAL. 


The new Master of the Rolls was sworn in on Thursday before the Lord 
Chancellor at the House of Lords, and afterwards took his seat in the 
Court of Appeal. 


Mr. Justice Kennedy, who has been confined to his house by a severe 
cold, is, says the Zimes, now better, and expects to resume his judicial 
duties shortly. 


Wednesday, the 23rd inst., having been appointed for the observance 
- yi Majesty’s birthday in London, the Law Courts will be closed on 
that day. 


The financial resolution upon which to found the Land Registry 
(New Buildings) (Advances) Bill was agreed to in Committee of the House 
of Commons on the 3rd inst. 


It is announced that Mr. Commissioner Kerr has completed forty-one 
years judicial service, having been appointed the Judge of the City of 
London Court on the 5th of May, 1859. 


Mr. Justice Bigham, says the St. James’s Gazette, has been on a journey 
through Spain and Italy, and has been staying during a portion of the 
Easter Vacation at Rome. He resumed his judicial duties on Monday 
last. 


Mr. Bosanquet, Q.C., will be entertained by the members of the Oxford 
Circuit at a complimentary dinner at the Café Royal, Regent-street, on 
Thursday, the 24th inst., in celebration of his recent appointment as 
Common Serjeant of the City of London. 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their sittings on 
Tuesday after the vacation. Their first list of causes, says the Times, 
contains ten appeals—viz., from New Zealand three, New South Wales 
three, North-Western Provinces of India, Bengal, Natal, and Cape of 
Good Hope, one each. There are also three judgments for delivery. 


Mr. Carson’s promotion to the post of Solicitor-General for England, 
says the Westminster Gazette, beats the record in two particulars. He is the 
first holder of the office who has been Solicitor-General for Ireland. He 
is, moreover, the first Solicitor-General who before his appointment was a 
member of the Irish Privy Council. The new Solicitor-General will take 
precedence, except when pleading at the bar, of the new Attorney- 
General, who is not a Privy Councillor. 


The judges (Wright and Channell, JJ.) have fixed the following com- 
mission days for the summer assizes on the Midland Circuit—viz. : 
Aylesbury, Thursday, June 14; Bedford, Monday, June 18; Northampton 
Thursday, June 21; Leicester, Tuesday, June 26; Oakham, Monday, 
July 2; Lincoln, Tuesday, July 3; Derby, Tuesday, July 10; Nottingham. 
Monday, July 16; Warwick, Saturday, July 21; Birmingham, Friday 
July 27. 


Mr. Joseph Davis, the senior associate of the Queen’s Bench Division 
has, says the Daily Telegraph, resigned his office in consequence of failing 
health, after a service of thirty-four years. Mr. Davis was a well-known 
personage both at the old Law Courts at Westminster and in the present 
edifice in the Strand. He was the official who had charge of the papers 
during the two trials of the Tichborne claimant, and was the associate at 
the Belt v. Lawes and other celebrated trials. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the ensuing 
summer assizes—viz.: North Wales Circuit, the Lord Chief Justi:e; 
South Wales, Mr. Justice Grantham; South-Eastern, Justices Mathew 
and Bigham (the latter going the first half and the former the second 
part); Oxford, Justices Day and Bucknill; Midland, Justices Wright and 
Ohannell; Northern, Justices Wills and Phillimore ;- Western, Justices 
Lawrance and Kennedy ; North.Ea tern, Justices Bruce and Ridley. 
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At Bow-street police-court on Saturday, Thomas Boulton Sismey, 
solicitor (of the firm of Keighley, Arnold, & Sismey, late of Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields), was charged, on a warrant, with conspi with Mr. J. T. Arnold, 
between January, 1897, and December, 1899, to defraud Mrs. Jane Clarke, 
a widow, of her money and valuable securities. Mr. Williamson, of the 
Treasury, who prosecuted, said that as the prisoner was only 
arrested that morning he would on this otcésion call evidence of arrest 
merely. Detective-sergeant M’Carthy, of Scotland Yard, eaid that at 9.30 
that morning he went with Detective-sergeant Kyd to the prisoner's 
address in Piccadilly, and there arrested on this warrant. The 
prisoner replied ‘‘ Very well,’’ and was then taken to Bow-street, and 
charged. Witness took possession of a | number of letters and papers 
at the prisoner’s house, but he had not yet had time to examine them. Sir 
F. Lushington said that he could not grant bail at the present stage of the 
case, and the prisoner was remanded in custody. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. : STix.ine, Kexewica. 
Mr. Pugh Mr. Lavie Mr. King 
Beal Carri Farmer 
Pugh Lavie King 
Beal Carrington Farmer 
Pugh Lavie i 
Beal Carrington Farmer 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
BYRveE. Cozens-Harpy. FarweEL.u. Buck.ey. 
Mr. Leach Mr. Pemberton Mr. Church Mr. Carrington 
Godfrey Jackson Greswell Lavie 
Leach Pemberton Church Beal 
Godfrey Jackson Greswell Pagh 
Leach Pemberton Church Godfrey 
Godfrey Jackson Greswell Leach 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1900. 
(Continued from p. 437.) 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
1900. 


In re C Turner, gent (one, &c) appl of C Turner from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Feb 23, 1900 March 17 

Birmingham Breweries ld v Tompson appl of deft from order of Mr Jus- 
tice Kekewich, dated Feb. 16,1900 March 17 

Hawtrey v Bleackley app! of pltff from order of Mr Justice Cozens- 
Hardy, dated Dec 20, 1899 March 19 

In re The Durham Miners Assoc Watson v Cann appl of deft T. 
Richardson from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Feb 8, 1900 
(produce order) March 19 

Gedge v Bartlett appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
Jan 29, 1900 March 20 

Rucker v The London Electric Corporation 1d 
Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 12,1900 M 

Stainton v Richardson appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Jan 25,1900 March 21 

Kidson v Paddon appt of deft J. Paddon from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated March 5, 1900 (produce order) March 23 

Tyrer v Marshall appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Feb 27, 1900 March 24 

Presto Gear Case & Components Co Id v Orme, Evans, & Co ld appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 22, 1900 March 26 

The Saccharin Corpn ld v The Chemical & DrugsCold appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice North, dated Dec 9, 1899 (produce order) March 27 

Inre Harvey Harvey v Harvey appl of pltff, Kichard Baker Gabb, from 
—_< Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 13, 1900 (pr.duce order) 

arch 27 

The London General Omnibus Co ld v Lavell appl of deft from order of 
Mr Justice Farwell, dated March 3, 1900 (produce order) March 27 

In re the Lands & Trust Co of Florida, 1d & Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1898, and 
Joint Stock Co’s Arrangement Act, 1870 appl of Land & Trust Oo of 
Florida and J E Hodges from order of Justice Wright, dated 
March 14, 1900 (produce order) March 27 

In re the \cmpanies’ Act, 1862 to 1890, and In re the London Contract 
Cold appl of C H Bull and anr from ord+r of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
March 14, 1900 March 28 

In re the Companies’ Act, 1862 to 1890, and In re the Bank of Syria ld 
appl of John Owen and anr from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
March 7, 1900 March 28 

In re the Same, &c appl of G 8 Barnes from order of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated March 7, 1900 March 28 

In re the Same, &c appln of G 8 Barnes from order of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated March 7, 1900 March 2% 

In re a Contract between S B Bevington and ors and South-Eastern Ry Co 
and Vendor and Purchasers Act, 1874 appl of South-Eastern Ry Co 
from order of Mr Justice , dated June 30, 1899 March 28 


appl of pltff from order of 
arch 20 


Hawkes v Leyton Urban District Council appl of defts from order of Mr 
March 30 


Justice Buckley, dated Feb 28, 1900 (produce order 

In re Hancock atson v Watson appl of deft, K ock & ors, from 
order of Mr. Justice Byrne, dated March 3, 1900 April 3 

| E Wolff & Son v Nopitsch appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Cozens- 
Hardy, dated March 13, 1900 (produce order) April 3 

Tebb v Cave appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 15, 

1900 (produce order) — 5 

The Music & Arts Oorpn ld v Duncan appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Farwell, dated Feb 7, 1900 (produce order) April 7 3 

Watts v Driscoll appl of deft, D Driscoll, from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated March 13,1900 April 10 

Tne Saccharin Corpn ld v The Anglo-Continental Chemical Works ld 
appl of defts, Anglo-Oontinental Chemical Works ld, from of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated April 6, 1900 (produce order) April 11 

In re Weilborne (two, &c.) app of C E Wellborae & anr from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 23, 1900 — order) April 11 

In re Wright Wright v Saundersoa appl of J H Gibson from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 4, 1900 (produce order) April 12 

The Saccharin Corpn ld v The Anglo-Continental Caemical Works ld 
appl of deft, R Seitmeyer, from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
April 6, 1900 (produce order) April 12 

Daly v Edwards, and Barrington v Edwardes appl of deft, G Edwardes, 
you! —_ of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 2, 1900 (produce order) 

p 2 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1900. * 


Landauer & Co v St Paul’s Fire & Marine Insce Co appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Dec 19, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
dlesex Jan 3 


R Gordon v The Commissioners of Inland Revenue (Revenue —, appl of 


Robert Gordon from judgt of Justices Darling and Channell, dated 
Dec 13, 1899 Jan 9 
Brown v Peto appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 


Dec 21, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 11 

Godman v Moses (Crown Side) appl of deft from judgt of Justices 
Darling and Channell, dated Dec 20, 1899 Jan 16 

A H Brown v The Commissioners of Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) appl 
of pltff from judgt of Justices Darling and Channell, dated Dec 13, 1 
Jan 18 


Forrestt & Son ld v Aramayo appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated Jan 16, 1900, at ial without a jary, esex Jan 26 

Short v Foss appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
Oct 28, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) 
Jan 27 

Herzberg v Robinson appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Jan 18, 1900, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 

Sissons v Whittaker appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Dec 20, 1899, at trial without sin Leeds Jan 30 

The Ystradyfodwg & Pontypridd n Sewerage Board v The Assessment 
Committee of The Newport Union & Overseers of the Parish of Rumney 
appl of — from judgt of Justices Channell and Bucknill, dated Jan 
TF 1900 Jan 31 


Evans v Adeane appl of deft from judgt of Justices Channell and 
Bucknill, dated Jan 23, 1900 Jan 31 
Rich v Cook (expte Costerton) appl of P 8 Costerton from judgt of Mr 
Justice Darling, dated Jan 25, 1900, at trial with common jury, Middle- 
sex Feb 5 
Soloman v Palgrave & Co appl of pitff from jdgt of Mr Justice Puilli- 
more, dated Jan 22, 1900, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Feb 5 
Stewards v The Queen (In re The Petition of Right) appl of The 
Attorney-Gen from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated Jan 23, 1900, at 
trial without a jury, Middlesex Feb 6 
Saffery v Mayer ap i of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Jan 27, 1900, at eal without a jury, Middlesex Feb 7 
Griffiths v The London, Edinburgh & Glasgow Assce Co ld (Crown ae 
appl of defts from judgt of Justices Channell and Bucknill, da 
eb 7, 1900 (and notice of contention by pltff dated March 12, 1900. 
Feb 16 
Girdlestone v Cathcart, Mary appl of deft from judet of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated Jan 30, 1900, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Feb 20 
Monti v Barnes appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, da‘ed 
Feb 15, 1900, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Feb 20 
Thomas Wood ld v Walter Wood appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated Feb 13, 1900, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
Feb 21 
Puttfarcken v Shedlock appl of deft from judgt of Mr. Justice Day, 
dated Feb 14, 1900, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Feb 22 
Wilson Bros Bobbin Co ld und anr v Wilson & Co, Barnsley, 1d appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated Jan 27, 1900, at trial 
without a jury, Middlesex Feb 23 
Cadbury, Jones & Co ld & A Tuck, pltffs v Flatau & Co ld, claimants 
(Crown Side) appt of claimants from judgt of Justices Channell and 
| Bucknill, dated Feb 15, 1900 Feb 23 
| T.e Farnbam Flint, Gravel & Sand Co 14, applicants, v The Guardians of 
| the Poor of the Farnham Union, r ¢ rown Side) opr of respts 
: from judgt of Justices Channell and Backnill, dated Feb 14, 1900 
Feb 23 


| 
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Mercantile Bank ld v Bridgewater and anr appl of Bridgewater from 
judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated February 16, 1900, at trial without 
a jury, Middlesex Feb 24 
Upperton v Sir Matthew White Ridley and avr appl of pltff Upperton 
— judgt of Justices Channell and Bucknill, dated Feb 15, 1900 
‘eb 28 
In the Matter of Property chargeable with Estate Duty on the death of 
John Scott, junr, and in the Matter of the Finance Act, 1894 (Revenue 
Side) appl of petitioners from judgt. of Justices Darling and Channell, 
dated Dec 15, 1899 Feb 28 
Walker v London appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
Feb 8, 1900, at trial, Birmingham March 1 
Bentham Hemp Spinning Oo ld v The Union Bank of Manchester appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Feb 5, 1900, at trial 
without jury, Manchester March 3 
Manhattan Brass Oo, &c v Gamage appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated Dec 12, 1899, at trial without jury, Middlesex 
March 6 
Ebbw Vale, Co v Blaina Iron Co. appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated Feb 6, 1900, at trial without jary, Middlesex March 8 
Hassan v National Uuion Society 1d appeal of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justics Kennedy, dated Feb 26, 1200, at trial without jury, Middlesex 
March 10 
Parsons v New Zealand Shipping Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
— Kennedy, dated Feb 26, 1900, at trial without jury, Middlesex 
arch 12 
Allen v Wingrove appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Feb 23, 1900, at trial without jury, Middlesex March 13 
Mayne v Scottish Imperial Insce Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kennedy, dated Feb 10, 1900, at trial with special jury, Swansea 
March 14 
Bancroft & Thompson v Heath appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated Jan 15, 1900 (Commercial List), at trial, Middlesex 
March 16 
Baeden v Regan appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
March 10, 1900 March 17 
Ide & Christie v Chalmers & White appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kennedy, dated Feb 26, 1900, at trial without jury, Middlesex 
March 19 
The Council of the Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain v White 
appl of pltffs from judgt of Justices Grantham and Channell, dated 
Jan 16, 1900 March 20 
Fisher v Plumbly appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
March 12, 1900, at trial without jury, Middlesex March 24 
Bennett, Sharp & Co v Turner (Beckford, 3rd party) appl of 3rd party 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated March 20, i900, at trial 
without jury, Middlesex March 29 
Carter v Hart appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
March 24, 1900, at trial, Middlesex March 30 
Yeatman v Walker & anr appl of pltff in person from judgt of Mr 
Justice Phillimore, dated March 26, 1900, at trial without jury, Middle- 
tex March 30 
J 'T Chambers v Harrop Goldthorpe (Crown Side) appl of deft from judgt 
of Justices Channell and Bucknill, dated Feb 5, 1900 March 31 
The Rhymney Ry Co v The Great Western Ry Co (Railway & Canal 
Commission) appl of Rhymney Ry Co from judgt of Mr Justice 
pum ry Sir F Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated March 19, 1100 
P 


Allen v McDowall appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated March 10, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex April 5 

The Crays Gas Co v The Bromley Gas Consumers’ Co appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated March 14, 1900, without a jury, 
Middlesex April 6 

Restell & ors v Nye appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated Jan 23, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex April 9 

Jones v Jones appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bu.knill, dated 
March 31, 1900, without a jury, Cardiff April 10 

London & Provincial Bank 1d v Whittaker, Ureke, & Anderson appl of 
deft Creke from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated March 22, 1900, 

Mb cary jury, Glamorgan April 11 

e & Co ld v The Managers of the Metropolitan Asylum District appl 

gs from judgt of Justices Bigham & Phillimore, dated April 2, 
1k April 12 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearing. 
(With Nautical Assessors.) 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENOH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1899. 


Oppenheimer v Robinson South African Banking Co. appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Jan 25, 1900 (8.0. not before May 7) 
Feb 3 

The Queen v The Chief Registrar of Friendly Societies (ex pte Evans), 
Crown Side appl of C R Evans from order of Justices Channell & 
Bucknill, dated a 22, 1900 

The Queen v James Sheil, Esq, magistrate (Met Police) & Messrs Shewin 
Bros (Crown Side) appl of the London County Council from order of 
Justices Channell & Bucknill, dated Feb 1, 1900 Feb 14 

Willi m Evans, — v The Licensing Justices for the Division of Conway, 
in the County of Carnarvon (Crown Side) appl of applt from Justices 
Channell & Bucknill, dated Feb 9,1900 Feb 17 

In re an Indenture of Mortgage, dated Feb 20, 1882, between John 
Jackson & Joseph Scholes v John Taylor Barratt & Jane Jackson appln 
of J T Barratt & J Jackson from order of Justices Ohannell & Buckniil, 
dated Feb 15, 1900 March 2 

In re Arbitration Act, 1899, and In re The Dispute between Vanderspar & 
Co v Cooper Cooper & Johnson ld appl of Cooper & Co from order of 
Mr Justice Mathew, dated March 7, 1900 (s.o. or award to be stated), by 
order March 19, 1900 March 10 

Hill End Consols v Williamson appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated March 8, 1900 March 14 

Hitchcock v Highton appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated March 16,1900 part heard March 20 

Fumelessite ld v Pelham Clinton appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated March 16, 1900 (s.o. till after examination of witnesses) 
March 20 

The Leeds Joint Stock Bank, ld, & The London aud Northern Bank, ld v 
F E Beaumont & Co appl of defts from order of Mr. Justice Mathew, 
dated April 2, 1900 April 6 

Harris v Lowenfeld appl of deft from order of Mr. Justice Ridley, dated 
April 6, 1900 April i1 

Davidson v Puplett appl of deft from order of Mr. Justice Kennedy, 
dated April 9, 1900 April 11 

Williams v Harmsworth appl of deft from order of Mr. Justice Ridley, 
dated April 6, 1900 April 12 

From Country Court. 
In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
1899. 

In the Matter, &¢ Timmins v The Leeds Forge Co ld (Crown Side) appl 
of defts from award of County Court (Leeds), dated June 19, 1899 
=_— to County Oourt Judge to find further facts, Feb 3, 1900) 
July 4 

In the Matter, & Rees v Richard (Crown Side) appl of pltff from award 
of Rad Court (Swansea), dated June 21, 1899 (security ordered) 
July 12 

In the Matter, &¢ Dolan v Charlton Bros (Crown Side) appl of applicant 

from award of County Court (Kent, Tonbridge), dated Oct 13, 1899 

part heard (s o for County Court Judge to certify as to facts) Nov 3 

In the Matter, & Hainsborough (admx, &c), Applicant v Ralli Bros, 

Respts (Crown side) appl of respts from award of County Court 

(Lancashire, Liverpool), dated Oct 23, 1899 (security ordered) Nov 9 


1900. 


In the Matter, &c Martha Losh, Applicant v Richard Evans & Co, ld, 

Respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County Court 

(Lancashire, St Helens, Widnes), dated Jau 10, 1900 (cecurity ordered) 

Jan 31 

In the Matter, kc William Henry Rendall, Applicant v Hill’s Dry Dock 

Co, ld, Respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County Court 

(Glamorganshire, Cardiff), dated Feb 8, 1900 Feb 24 

In the Matter, Kc Tom Haddock, Applicant v Fisher & Sons, Respts 

(Crown Side) appeal of applicant from award ot County Court (Mon- 

mouthshire, Chepstow), dated Feb 5, 1900 Feb 26 

In the Matter, &¢ William Reeve, Applicant v Tae Birmingham Corru- 
gated Iron Co, ld, oe (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of 

County Court (Warwickshire, Birmingham), dated Feb 14,1900 March7 

In the Matter, & Frances Turnbull, applicant, v Lambton Collieries, ld, 
respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Durham), dated Feb 19, 1960 March i4 

In the Matter, &¢ Jane Percival (widow) and Annie Percival (spinster), 
applicants, v John Garner, respt (Crown Side) appl of respt from 
award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated March 2, 1900 





1900. 


Philadelphian 1899 Folios 399 & 402 (damage) Owners of Ella Sayer v | 
Owners of Philadelphian «ppl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Buck- | 
nill, dated Dec 18, 1899 Jau 12 | 

Orizaba 1899 Folio 513 (damage) Clan Line Steamers, 1d (owners of , 
the SS. Clan Mackay) v The Owners of the SS. Orizaba and Freight 
> defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Dec 11, 1899 

an | 

HMS Sanspareil 189 Folio 546 (damage) James Boyd v George H 8S | 
Potter appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, dated March 1, | 
1900 March 13 

ae 1899 Folio 574 Owners of Batavia v Owners of SS Argo appl of | 

efts from judgt of The President, dated March 9, 1900 March 24 


March 12 

In the Matter, &c George Buckley, applicant v Locke & Co, ld, respts 
(Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County Court (Yorkshire, 
Wakefield), dated Feb 27, 1900 March 28 

In the Matter, &c. William Penny and Ruth Penny, his wife, applicants 
v Vicars, Son, & Maxim, ld, respts (Crown Side) appl of —— 
from award of County Court (Yorkshire, Sceffield), dated March 9, 1900 
April 3 

In the Matter, & Hepburn & Co, applicants v Hewitt, respts (Crown 

Side) appl of applicants from award of County Court (Kens, Dartf.rd), 

dated March 30, 1899 April 10 


N.B.—The above list contains Chancery, Palatine, and Queeu’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to 12th of April, 1900. 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Sittrnos, 1900. 
(Continued from p. 416.)! 
Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to April 12, 1900, inclusive.) 


Before Mr. Justice Strriine. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnerres). 
Ingle v Vaughan Jenkins act 
Armstrong v Jarrett act 
Bake v Lucas act & counterclaim 
Cox v Earl of Dudley’s Round Uek 
Works ld_ act 


Newbridge Rhondda Brewery Co ld 


v Evans act 

Williams v Watkin act 

Reading Tramways Co ld v Mayor, 
&c. of Reading act (pleadings 10 
be delivered) 

In re Birch Birch v Birch act 

Trustee of J E Borland, &c v Steel 
Bros & Co ld _ act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Manchester Ship Canal Co v Man- 
chester Racecourse Cold act 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses). 


In re The Patent Colour Printing 
v The | 


Alliance 1d Armstrong 
Patent Colour Printing Alliance 
ld adjd sumns (restored) 


adjd sumns 
In re — 
adjd sumn 


In re ‘Abbott. Smith v Abbott adjd | 


sumns 
In re Pearson 
adjd sumns 


In re Topham Wright v Smith | 


adjd sumns 
In re Hulme 
adjd sumns 
Gracie v Kidson adjd 
(expte S L Dinkelepiel) 
Same v Same 
spiel) 
Inre Vile Vile v Stannard 
sumns 


adjd 


In re Alms Corn Charity Charity | 


Commrsv Bode adjd sumns 
In re Franklin Franklin v Beales 
adjd sumns 


Morgan v Davies | 
Pearson v Lowe | 
Hulme v Hulme | 


sumns | 


(expte W Dinkel- 


In re Brown Brown v Brown adjd | 


sumns, dated Feb 23, 1898 

Inre Same Same v Same 
sumns 

In re Lyons’ Brewery, &c, Co The 
Brewers & General Fire Insce & 
Guarantee Corpn ld v_ Lyons’ 
Brewery, &c, Co adjd sumns 

Inre Green Jaques v Green adjd 
sumns 


adjd 


In re Wright Spencer v Wright | 


adjd sumns 
Ainsworth v Wilding adjd sumns 
In re Roberts Lewis v Pritchard 
adjd sumns 


In re Vyvyan Gray v Vyvyan | 


adjd sumns 
In re Cullerne Archer v Rutter 
question adjd into court 
J¥ Timms & Coldv Timms adjd 
sumns (procedure April 25) 
In re Hail Hall v Hall 
sumns 


Further Consideration. 
In re Barclay Barclay v Andrew 
fur con 





Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
In re Vickers Vickers v Vickers 


| White v Duckworth & Oo 


Paterson v Arnup 
—_ v Miller 


Willett v Crandall act 


actandmfj | 
act and counter- | 


adjd 
Worsleys ld Worsley v Worsleys ld 





| Were v Palmer act (Exeter D R) 
In re Bentinck Chaplin v E)lis | act 


Sutton v Briggs act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Edwards v Mansell act 

King v Smith & Fricker act Smith 
& Fricker v King act to be 
heard together 

Greenham v Greenham act 

Lockie & Co v Aleonbury Shipping 
Co ld act (points to be delivered) 

Williams v Wyatt Wyatt v 
Williams act & counter-claim 

Hay v Northcote act & m fj 

Llewelyn v Jacob act (Swansea 
DR) 

Harris v Rosenberg act 

Smith v Betchley act 

Deutsche Verlags Anstalt v Nops’ 
Electrotype Agency act 

Hall v Duke of Norfolk act 

Wells v Holgate act 

—_— v Ibo Investment Trust ld 


Osborn v Stuckey act 
Teegue v Stanford act, counter- 
claim, & m f j (April 24) 


Harker v Wilks 

Marshalls 1d v Chameleon Patents 
Manufacturing Cold act Chame- 
leon Patents Manufacturing Co 
ld v Marshalls ld act to be 
heard together (by order) 

Pegge v Kellett act without 
pleadings 


Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Bond Panes v Attorney-Gen 

In re Willson Litchfield v Maredon 

In re Charles Turner, a Solr, Xc. 
(restored) 

In re Wilson Wilson v Nicol 

In re Godwen Austen Tweedie v 
The Rock Life Assce Co - 

Inre Clemow Yeo v Clemow 

In re Brougham Brougham v 
Brougham 

Brown v Aldritt 

In re Kurtz Kurtz v Layton 

In re Barnchson ‘Troup v De Brer 

In re Matron Ogden v Mason 

Parsons v Masters 

Caton v Maiche 

In re McCann & The Public Offices 
(Westminster) Site, Act, 1896 

In re Price Smith v Price 

Seuman v Houghton 


Further Considerations. 

In re Eldridge Eldridge v Eldridge 
Woolnougn v Eldridge fur con 
in second act adjd from Chambers 

In re Frith Newton v Rolfe fur 
con part heard (ordered to stand 
over on Nov 17 until sumns ready) 
and adjd sumns 

Before Mr. Justice Wrieart. 
(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
tne Chancery Division.) 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Chancery Division. 


(for delivery up of documents by 
O H Wade) 

Milward v Avil & Smart Id (on 
claim of Lloyd’s Bank) 


Before Mr. Justice Byrnes. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
act 

(pleadings to be delivered) 
Longbottom v Law act 
W Marshall & Coldv AH Bullld 
act 


In re Smithies Eastwood v Whitaker 
adjd sumns entered disposed Witness 
List (s o until sumns 

Geer v Geer act Withoct peed 

a. _ Praca» Wil 
act without p 

Born v Turner act 

British Workman’s & General 
Assce Co ld v Balshaw act (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 

Ward v Hana act 

Lyonv Hughes +o ama atte 

Wackett v Cruickshank act 

Weir vy Van Tromp act 

Gilling v Gilling act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Northcroft v Prideaux act (amended 
pleadings to be delivered) 

Read v Read act (pleadings to be 
delivered) 

Hill v Dodd act and mf j 

——- v Equitable Life Astce 

t 


ac 

In re Edwards Fieldings ld v 
Frapklin act 

In re ron Brown v Brown act 
and m f 

Mackley v Fletcher act 

The Britannia Works Co ld v The 
Ilford Gas Co act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Wotton v Smith act 

Cleland v Jewell act and mf j 

Wild v Greet act 

Sawrey v Woven Leather Machine 
Belting Cold act 


Causes for Trial (without ia 
and Adjourned Summonse 
= re ase sg Clarke v Clarke “adjd 


-y re re Tibbs Price v Pereira adjd 
sumns 

In re B Thomas’ Estate adjd sumns 

Trevor v Campbell oa sumns 

In re Earl Somers’ Settled Estates 
adjd sumns 

In re Viscount Olifden Olifden v 
Annaly adjd sumns 

In re Bone Negus v Winter- 
botham adjd sumns 

In re Egerton "€ Tucker’s Contract 
adjd sumns 

In re Silvani Alexander v Butler 
adjd sumns 

tn ss Gill Blade v Harman adjd 
sumns 

In re Arden Boden v Rackham 


Adney v Haworth 
adjd sumns 

InreCamp Campv Dagg adjd 
sumns 

Allman v Schmarr adjd sumns 

In re Covey Covey v Covey adjd 


sumns 
In re Marshall & Salt & V & P Act, 
1874 adjd sumns 
In re Ponsford Toller v Ponsford 
adjd sumns 
In re Quicke adjd sumns 
oS ees = Atkin v Walker 
In re ne & Settled Land 
Acts adjd sumns 
In re Burmester Hodgson v Hodg- 
son adjd sumns 
In re Thorp Watsonv Low adjd 
sumns 
In re Wrentmore Davies v Wil- 
cocks adjd sumns 
In re Hayes Turnbull v Hayes 

adjd sumns 
Pritish Workman’s & General 
Assurance Co ld v Balshaw (pro- | 
cedure) adjd sumns 

Further Considerations. 

In re Turner De la Faille des 
Essarts v Harrison fur con 


Before Mr. Justice Oozens-Harpy. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Small y Bourne Brewery Co act 





ras | wi yD Hodson v Gregory 
Wilson v Durham act (pleadings 


to be ey 
Harrison v Pybus 
— v Johnson, Oole, Brier, &c ld 
Masth v Carter = 
Hoare v London = South Western 
Ry Co act 


Lilley v Pearce act 

Raymondo v Power act 

Story v Williams act 

Barham v Evered act 

In re The Gullewa Gold Mines ld 
Keating v Gullewa Gold Mines ld 


act 

Inre the Application of the Formalin 
Hygienic Co ld for Registration 
of ‘rade Mark, No. 215,816 and 
Patents, &c., Acts motn entered 
in Witness List 

Jeffery v Mumford act 

Municipal Permanent Investment 
Building Soc v Harris act 

Dunning v Grosvenor Dairies ld 
act 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses) 
and Ad Summonses 
In re Humbley & Maule’s Contract 
& V & P Act, 1874 adjd sumns 
re Lockwood Gardiner y 
Attorney-Gen adid sumns 
Baker v er-Forster (to vary) 
adjd sumns 
Same v Same (payment of income) 
adjd sumns 
In re Pitt Everest v Haslett adjd 
I coon Watford 
n re "8 Brewery 
ld Benskin’s Watford Brewery 
ld v Dashwood adjd sums 
In re O’Connor O’Oonnor v 
O’Connor (to vary order) adjd 
sumns 
In re Same Same v Same (for 
further payment) adjd sumns 
In re Vallance Livesay vy Vallance 
ees adjd sumns 
In re Same Same v Same (defts) 
adja sumns 
In re Cha Newbery v Chap- 
man jd sumns 
Shepherd v Streeter mf j (short) 
Barnett v White adjd sumns 
In re Blake & Reynolds & V & P 
Act, 1874 adjd sumns 
Davies v Evans m f j (short) 
The Real Estates Corpn of London, 
ld v Alliance Trading Co, ld 


mf ‘ 
In re Bowes Earl of Strathmore v 
Vane adjd sumns 
Richardson v Attorney-Gen act 
In re Chant ChantvLemon adjd 


sumns 
Further Considerations. 
In re Rump Sewell v Eaton far 


con adjd from Chambers and adjd 
sumns 

In re Hutchineon Campbell v ~ 
Clanchy fur con from 
Chambers and two sumns to vary 
Master’s certificate 


Before Mr. Justice Fanws11. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Cock v Parkin act 
Chivers & Son v Uhivers & Oo ld 
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Frankenburg v D Moseley & Sons | trial and motionin Re Day’s Trade | send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
act ? Mark, &c, by order, dated Jan 26, | MoGowan and Henry Kitchin, 36, Lowther st, Whitehaven 
Wilson v Wilson act (heard for 1900 FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Mr Justice Stirling) Roberts y Wood act a = aapaves Lopvag or Tave Ivorires Society, Six Bells Inn, Coity, Bridgeng 
- e ‘ ; Glam. 
In re Wileon Wilson v Wilson _ In re EThomas Thomasv Thomas | x,.¢srey Frixpty Socrery, Royal Oak Inn, Kingsley, Stoke on Trent, Staffs, May 1 
adjd sumns (heard for Mr Justice act Lye Waste Westeyan Metsopist Union Society, Schoolroom, Lye Waste Cha; 
Byrne) Towns v Tynemouth Permanent | _ Brierley Hill, Worcester. 


—_— Benefit Building Soc act (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 

Coles v Whitehead act 

In re Knapp Tarver v Tarver act 
for trial and m f j 

Saffery v Bullard Cigar Machine 
Syndicate ld act 

Grierson v Abraham act 

Grierson v Abraham act (trans- 
ferred from Q.B. Division) 


Before Mr. Justice Bucktey. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co ld v 
Wapshare Tube Co act pt hd 

Ackerman v Smallpeice act 

The Consolidated Newepapers ld v 
The Echo ld act 

Welfare v Collins act 

Knight v Phillips act 

Day v Riley & Whittaker act for 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

May 16.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp, at the Mart, at 2:— Freehold Town 
House, close to Hyde Park Corner ard Albert Gate, fitted with the latest improve- 
ments. Solicitors, E. M. Lazarus, Esq., and Isadore Goldman, Esq., both of London. 
— Freehold and Leasehold Investments at Ponder’s End and St. Margaret’s. Folicito 
Meears. Finch & Turner, Loncon.—A Weekly Estate of 23 Houses, a Beershop, an 
Leasehold Ground-rents, all near Wandsworth-road. Freehold Ground-rents, 
amounting to £153 annum, secured upon property at Wimbledon and Norwood. 
Solicitor, H. K. Honey, Eeq., London.—Freehold Investments in Belgravia and 
Battersea, with valuable Ground-rents. Solicitors, Messrs. Oldfield, Bartram, & Old- 
field, London, (See advertisement, this week, back page). 

May 17.—Messrs. H. E, Foster & Cranrie.p, at the Mart, at 2:— 

REVERSIONS : 


8: 

To a Moiety of £5,414 2] Consols; gentleman aged 49, Solicitors, Messrs. Kays 
& Jones, London. 

Toa Trust Estate of £22,000, secured upon Freehold in Manchester; gentleman 
aged 57 and lady aged 63; with policy. Solicitors, Messrs. Casson Perrott- 
Smith & Co., London, 

To One-third of Freehold Property at Taplow, of the value of £15,600. Solicitors, 

essTs. & Son, London. 

To One-twenty-fourth of Copyhold Property at Pinner, producing £533 per 
annum ; lady aged 82, provided a gentleman aged 45 survives. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Colyer & Colyer, London. 

To One-fifth of a Legacy of £3,000; lady aged 83, provided gentleman aged 37 


survives her. Solicitors, Messrs. Westhorp, Cobbold, & Ward, Ipswich. 
DEBENTURE BOND for £2 200. 
POLICIES: 


For £2,000. Solicitors, Messrs. Evans, Foster, & Wadham, London. 

‘or £1,000. 

For £1,000. Solicitors, Mesars. Morley, Shirreff, & Co., London. 

SHARES in Seager, Evans, & Co. (Ltd.) Solicitor, Arthur Gillman, Esq., London, 
Other Shares, &c. 

(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold at the Mart, on Thursday last: 16, Cable-street, £1,000; 
Turner’s-road, Bow, £510; £0, Malmesbury-road, Bow, £290; 30, Conder-street, Lime- 
house, £315; 16 and 18, Aston-street, Limehouse, £400; 35, Lawrence-road, Bow, £810; 
36, < ema tage _— £355; 81, Morville-street, Bow, £245; Three Plots of Land in 

w, £270. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 4. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY. 

G, K. Litt EFIFLD Synxpicate, Limiren— Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to 
send their names ard addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward 
Parslow Fisk, Craigie Lea, Crescent rd, Liscard, Chester 

Herrman & Co, Limitep -Creditors are required, on or before June 18, to send their 
names and addresses, ard the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 8 
Chapman, 7 and 8, Ironmonger lane. Kenyon & Bransbury, Jronmonger lane, solors 
for liquidator 

J. H.Carverr & Brotuens, Lim rep (in Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 18, to rend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
* —_ Wharton Pollitt, 7, Pall Mall, Manchester. Sale & Co, Manchester, solors for 

quidator 

Joun Bennett & fons, Limitrp—Creditors are required, on or before June 19, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Daniel Boyden, °a, St Peter’s eq, Manchester. Parkingon & Co, solors to liquidator 

Manze & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before June 5, to send their 
their names and sddresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Alfred Slade, 9, Old Jewry chmbra - 

New ZEatanp Cotuieries, Rartway, axp Orn Synpicate, Liwirep (1m Voiuntary 
Liguipation)— Creditors are required. on or before May 31, to send their namee and 
addresses, together with full particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Southcott, 
27 and 28, Old Jewry 

Swansea Temrerance Hart Co, Linirep—Creditors are 1 quired, on or before June 9, to 
send their names and addresres, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Abraham 
Bevan Davies, 58, Wind st, Swansea, Meager & Harris, Swansea, liquidator’s solors 

W. J. Stevens, Liwitzp—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Stephen Tryon, Albion 


chmbrs, Bristol 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Oviton ToraL Avstarvers Friesxpiy Society, United Methodist F h School- 
Gulen, Yoke aw - aL ciETY, Unite ree Church Schoo 





London Gazette.—Turspay, May 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuirep is CHaxcery. 
Bonp’s Boar Co, Limitzp—Creditors are required, on or before Tuesday, June 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
— Mellors, King John’s chmbrs, Nottingham. Ashwell & Tutin, solors for 


iq 
Hewitson & Co, Limitzp—Creditors are required, on or before May 26, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold Clare 
Lewis, 7, Waterlco st, oe Stubbs, Birmingham, solor to liquidator 
Sreamsuip Agyatnwaite Co, 


iuiTRD—Creditors are required, on or before May 21, to 








pril 27 
Preston District or THE GRanp Unitep Oxpgr or Oppretiows Friexpiy Socixry, 
8p le Inn, Lune st, Preston, ces. April 
wr InpusTRiAL Co-orgrative Society, LimitEep, Alcester st, Redditch, Worcester, 
pril 27 

Typrit Benerit Society, Old Angel Ion, Broad st, Merthyr Tydfil, Glam, April 28 

be Hoartsvey Frienviy Socizry, Cat Inn, West Hoathley, East Grinstead, 

y2 








To Souicrrors, Rea Estate Owners, AND REPRESENTATIVES.—We obtain 
Best Prices for all Quantities of Second-hand and Defective Rails, Scrap 
Iron, Old Plant, &e. We undertake to SELL for Clients, at a moderate 
commission, or to Purchase outright where necessary, all Iron, Steel, 
and Heavy Goods, Castings, &c. Highest references. Write or wire— 
Morpaunt Lawson & Co., Workington, Cumberland (Telegrams: Mor. 
daunt, Workington ; Telephone: No. 9), and Branches at Belfast, Bir. 
mingham, Carlisle, London, Liverpool, and Middlesborough.—[Apvr. ] 

WARNING TO INTENDING House PurcHasERs AND Lzesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.””—[Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
London Gasette—Faipay, May 4. 
Last Day or Ciaim. 
Hows, Jaum, Lévepest, Gent June 2 Lett v King, Registrar, Liverpool Billson, 


verpoo! 
Jenkins, Tuomas, Treharris, Glamorgan, retired Innkeeper May 31 Jenkins v Jones, 
Cozens-Hardy, J Davies, Pontypridd 


Lorp, James, Rochdale, Lancaster, Cycle Maker June 2 Leach v Lord, Registrar, 
Manchester 8, Manchester 
Mawr Lianon, Carmarthen, Farmer June 1 Williams y 


WILuiaMs, JOHN 
Williams, Cozens-Hardy,J Thomas, Swansea 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 8. 
Hearn, Caarvzs, Duke st, London Bridge, Auctioneer June1 Hearne v Austin, Byrne, 
J Matthews, Union Bank chmbrs, Southwark ae 
Hitt, Ameia Janz, Southsea June 2 Hill v Hill, Stirling, J Le Brasseur, New ct, 
Lincoln’s inn 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day ov Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 24. 


Barrett, NatHan, Peckham May 24 Croft & Mortimer, Coleman st_ 

Bippie, Wituiam, and Susannau Bippie, Birmingham, Licensed Victuallers April 27 
Baker, Birmingham 

Binxcn, Jane, Preston, Grocer May 19 Ward, Preston ; 

BraDsHAw, JANE ANNABELLA, Bromley, Kent July21 Fowler, Huntingdom 

Bresxanan, Letitia, Rock Fi , Chester May 26 Brown & Co, Southport 

Brown, IsaBeELLa, Waterloo, nr Blyth May 28 Charlton, Blyth 

Braver, Eurty, Hyde Park sq May 19 Davies & Co, Chesterfield 

BURDEN, ag Chipping Norton, Oxford, Builder June 25 Thos & A E Mace, 
Chipping No: 

MorTEN, yor The Albany, Piccadilly June 2 Woodroffe & Burgess, New sq 


Bureecy, Ayn Ness, Stanway, Essex June 24 Surridge, Coggeshall 

Burter, Wittiam, Wednesbury, Nut and Bolt ufacturer May 31 Corbett, 
Darlaston 

CHARBONNEAUX, Firuiy, Reims, France, Glass Manufacturer May 19 Rehders & Higgs, 
Miocing In 


Co.may, Freperick Epwarp, Cannon st May 31 Ashurst Morris & Co, Throgmorton av 

Cox Ervyest, Sleane gins May 22 Wilde & Co, College hill 

Cross, Wittram Curistmuas, Barry, Glam, Wheelwright May 22 Lloyd, Barry 

Davis, Fricke, Headingley, Leeds June1t Turner & Co, Nottingham — 

Daviess, Josaru, Selly Oak, Worcester, Builder June8 Lee & Co, Birmingham 

Dewsrvury, Anxe, Lichfield May 21 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 

Downes Zenas, Boxted, Essex June1 Marshall, Colchester 

Feraus, Mary SARAH Boscombe, Hants May15 Fox & Co, Victoria st 

Fixvis, ANN, Lower Walmer, Kent June2 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 

Hat, Mareanret, Bellingham, Northumberland, Hotel Keeper June9 WJS&JAS 
Scott, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Houmpsnies, Mary, Bromley, Kent June 24 Grenside, Great George st 

Hussanps, CHARLES Taomas, Acton, Upholsterer May 24 Sturt, Milk st 

Taperson, Exiza Any, Lockwood, York May 25 Sykes & Son, Huddersfield 

Lewis, Isanevua, East Farleigh, Kent July 21 Nash & Co, Queen st, Cheapside 

Maetix, Maria WyKEHaM, ston sq May 2% Burch & Co, Spring gdns 

Meex, Heyry, South Bank, York May 20 Meek, South Bank 

Mercatr, Rosert, Preston, Brickmaker May 830 W & J Vooper, Preston 

Dez Snass, Yocum Gaétan, Mer Calvados, France June 12 Collyer-Bristow & Co, 
Bedford row 

Oppy, Witi1am, West Hartlepool May 10 Bell, West Hartlepool 

Perceval, Epwarp, sq Junel Douglass, Norfolk st, Strand 

Povu.tox, cou Gaseen, Essex, Veterinary Surgeon June 24 Surridge, 


g 
Rag, Soe Bie, Birmingham May 381 Brain & Brain, Reading 
Roxson, Suarro, Newcastle upon Tyne May 25 Gibson, Newcastle upon a 
RoruweE 11, Perer, Denton, Coal Proprietor May 26 Richards & Hurst, Denton, 
nr Manchester 
Rout, Hannag Carn, Bexhill, Sussex June 16 - = & Ellman, Battle, Sussex 
Swanwick, Anna, Cumberland ter, Regent’s Park 19 Davies & Co, Chesterfield 
Sxagves, CaRotine Jacques, Peckham Rye May 31 tt & Co, Queen st 
ECHOFIELD, JOHN, 1 Mayié6 Taylor & Son, Blackpool 
fcrIveNER, THOMAS Partineron, Kingston on Thames June5 James & James, Ely pl, 
Holborn circus 
SipssoTrTom, Samu, Ashton under Lyne May 23 Whitworth & Co, Ashton under Lyn 
Taxqueray, CHARLES Hansury, Pall Mall East June 30 Murray & Co, Birchin ln 
Tomi, Laruam, 8t Petess, Kent June10 Quayle & Ouvry, Arundel st 
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Waptey, James, Ti Essex, Baker June 24 8u Watxtey, Francis Epwarp, Stockport Etchells, Chester, Farmer May 16 Brown & Co, 

Weanine, Wit1i14m Heyry, West Bromwich = 3 ie: & Degbton, Bi Birmingham Btockport 

Wurre, Tuomas Henny, Devizes, Wilts June 5 Waastox, Freveniox, Batley, York, Rag Morhent Junell Law, Batley 

Winsucrst, Heyry Witiiam, Laurence aiy — ‘y or 31 » -™ & Son, | Wruuiams, James Binca ay HP = ge May 30 Pedley & Co, Bush !n 
Gresham st Witsox, Josern Beaumont, H 


Waicut, Saran Cuecxer, Downham West, Norfolk May 15 Mellor, Downham Market | Wormatp, Jou 


24 La & Co, Huddersfield 
Foot, York, Farmer ne heoees cote Hattinr 


Yzomans, Cuan.rorrz, Marchmont st, Ruseellisq Junel Rogers, Chancery ln 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, April 27. 


Ames, Jut1a Ex.ex, Bath, Livery Stable Keeper May 31_ Titley, Bath 
AntHony, Gzoroe Vivian Cocan, St Austell, Cornwall, Bank Bank Clerk May 





London Gazette.—Tcrspay, May 1. 


som Exizaneta, Whitehall, Stroud, Glos May10 Ball & Co, Stroud 
f Dams, Emrty, Stoke Gab: Ly "Devon ‘June1 Tucker, Paignton, Devon ~, 
26 Carlyon & pan JosEerH, Doventey, Duoe June 1 Hughes & Masser, 


Coventry 
1.x Countess of, Battle, Sussex an dae S Raven 6 Cs, 


Stephens, St Austell Asusunyuam, Right Hon 
Bacoy, Artnur Henry, Curragh Camp, Kildare, Captain June 20 Wordsworth & Co, Bedford row 

Threadacedle st antes Rotel Ma & WHOIS Qonneqs, Bussasens, ay on Tees June ie —4 Faber & Co, sys ¥ on Tees ty 
Bowrsor, WitL1AM VINER, ey, nr Ross, Here: Collins, TLEE wey FALcoye rton, Bucks Burlingion 

Ross . vi | Buano, Josern, Ealing June 1 Fore? Soe Mighinen Guildhall chmbrs, chmbrs, Basinghali st 
Burver, Josepn, Aston, Lv yg = bs ay June 11 Green, Birmingham | Breey, Jouy, York Lg} UR. Kirby Bon, Harrogate 
CapoGan, Epwarp, Margate Ma Deve, | Buackwam, Josern, Acocks Green, W ay 28 Cottrell & Soa, 
Seas’ Sexe, aon Sea ee aon 3 May St "Danger & Cartwright, Bristol | B Guosce G Harrogate, von, Whitesmith June Kirby & 80 

DRDEUX, JOHN, sen, tS | Binxrnsuaw, Grorce GaTEenBy y my 

Dae, Hangiet, Nottingham’ May 10” Fox, Not - 4, { ; ‘ 


DayiEts, Rosert, Witham, Essex, Station Master June 30 Stevens & Co, Witham | CLaRKE, Anruvr, Gresham 
Davies, Epwarp Epwis, South Bank, York June9 Wood, York | 

Daw, Witt1au, Holborough, nr Bnodiana, Kent, Grocer 

Duron, GzorGE Northwich, Chester May 81 ee O 


bldgs, Basinghall st, Merchant June1 Ladbury & Tatham, 


row 
Xow a CHARLES Orme, and Lipa Cramer, Schwerin, Germany May 28 Rehders & 








Gitt, Many, Ennismore gdns May 22 Radcliffe & Crapr, CHARLES FRepErick, Actes jamie Birmingham Meg 30 Davis, Birmingham 
GuAvE, GroraE, Poternester sq, Manufacturer’s ar" i 1 Walls & Sons, Paternoster | Date, Joszru, Wol Haulier June 1 Pete 79 olverhampton 
row | Dears, Tuomas, Ipswich y 81 Grimwade & 8. 
Hamsrovcn Rey Wixpsor Epaucnp, Richmond, Clerk June 7 Fowler, Old Serjeants’ | Dennis, Joun CHARLES, Benton, a dine 9 Hi Alowick 
inn | Dewssv mag Awne, Lichfield May 21 Hinckley 
Hancreaves. Rey Jony, Goosnargh, Lancs June 11 ve & J Cooper, Preston Dovenrty, Jonny, Fi Nottingham, Grocer Grocer May 81 3 Aloook, Mana 
Hewirt, James, Warrington, Painter June1 Lamb & Co, Birkenhead E.uisoy, Rev Henry Jony, ars comes & acoln’s fon fields 
Hewitt, Ricnarp, Ou'ton Lowe, Chester May18 Batt, Chester E.wix, WHITWELL, Beste | June 11 Landon, Budge Budge row, Cannon st 
Hovspoy, Marra, Wellingborough, Northampton May 28 Heygate & James, Welling- | Emsury, Sam, Lancs y 17 Morecambe 
be rough Fercusson, MaBGcaRet. 
Hvones, Fayyy Maria, Holloway May 27 Hamilton, Copthall av Forrsuaw, Gora Milner sty 


Hussgy, Tuomas _aenntong Upper C — Civil Engineer June7 Patey, Finsbury sq Praser, WILLIAM, 
Incz, Epwarp Cu MMING, B vurnemou 
Jackson, Louisa, Shipley, York May 25 Mo 


be, Bath y 3 & George st, Mansion House 
May 26 Beifrage & Co, John st, Bedford row Gane, Exizazetrn, Redhill, Re’ te May 20 Grose, Red 
Garrow, Lovisa Harrier, N wo 26 Stenton & Southwell, Notts 


t} 
Jones JAM gs, Enfield, Pawnbroker May 31 pad & Son, inter > crc Gives, Susan GazeL_ez, ae ta 81 & Co, Raymond bidgs, Gray’s ina 


June, Jaws, Hoxton June 24 Leslie & Co, Gresham bldgs, ——? Guave, C—_ Pa’ 
KEe.ina, Ciara, Bromwich, Warwick 12 ee & Co, Birmingham Gomm, Mary, Tottenham 
Kirwan, GrorGe, Bedford "Jane 26 Rt & Co, Braintree Goopmax, Joun Dent, E 


Henderson 
Lasce.uies, CuHaRLoTTe Mania, Brighton Mey 31 81 Hudson & Co, Queen Victoria st | Hotxurs, Joux oan, a June? Clark, King —- & Ce, Bebtoe’ 
nNAH, Trever sq, Knightabridge ‘une 1 Collisson ’ 


Jaume, Janz, Rothersyke, nr Egremont, Cumberland June 1 Brockbank & Oo, 


Law ey, WILLIAM GEORGE ag Notting = i 24 Dixon & Co, Savoy mansions | Inperwick, Louisa 
Leicu, J ames, Burslem, Staffs, Colour Maker Laer a Tunstall 
Lorp, ‘JAMES, Rochdale May 31 Chadwick, le 


Jum 11 fy he Sons, 


oF, ells & Paternoster row 


ence 
So. Eason a 





MICHELL, E.izaBetE, Upper Norwood May 27 Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields ven 
Miyty, Mary, Woburn cae, Bedford Junei6 Eaden & , Cambridge | Kay, Josern, Brampton, Derby, Farmer June 14 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 
Moore, aan Mary, Bournemouth Junel Raw ” Rawlings, Bourne- | Kirxcr, WILuiaM Herrtx, Stockton on Tees, Innkeeper June 4 Watson & Co, Stockton 
mou on 
Mosexry, Exiza Janz, Saltley, Bi ham June 21 Gam, Seat McKewyziz, Toomas, Hulme, Manchester May 25 Phythian & Bland, Manchester 
NeweEtu, Jonn Wituiam, Beckenham, Kent, Licensed V: May 31. Badham & | Messacz, STrepHen, Hastings Junel Gaby, 
Comins, Salters’ ct Norman, Geonce Frepenick, Hastings March 12 ate, » Nesting 
Nicotsos, Ropgrt Henpercon, Paddington, 8 May 30 Eldridge, Poole PARNeLi, Joun, Upper ry June 4 pny Co, New st 
Parrisn, Dittwyn, Copthall bidge Mey ot 31 urst Morris & Co, Throgmorton av Payne, Mary, Tunstall, 8 Ma: 
Pinkney, Many, Scagglethorpe, Fork, k, Innkeeper May 81 Malton PEAKE, Ey ~~ Bristol Barge Fore ore June 23 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 
Pixxwey, RicHarp, Stagglethorpe, po sneer 31 Malton Preston, Gueneee Newcastle under Lyme, Licensed Victualler May 16 Sproston, New- 
Portway, Jane, Braintree, castle under L; 


Juni Cunnington & Co, B 
Rawstuory, Peer. Tyldesley, Lancs oo. 8 Quiggin & Co, Liverpoo! Primer, Susay, Southampton June2 Hickman & Waller, Southampton 
Buopes CHARLES. Bradford, China Merchant Junel Wilson cu & Stan Bradford Bicnarps, THOMAS. Warwick May 1 aS Teaming Hove 


Saicu, WititaM, Ruislip, Farmer June 14 Woodbridge & Rose, Hansierr, Warw 
BANDERS, Wit, Titeped, Boot Manufacturer June 5 are eae ynolds, Liver- | Rumyry, Peres, Enfield 











pool Rytanos Tuomas aman "Thelwall ye ty 16 Field & Co, Li 
SuErLock, Rev Tuomas Dop, Wadebridge, Cornwall May 23 Atkinson & Bennett, | Sawanp, Henry Croxon, Bi Coachbuilder June 1 Carter, Chancery 
Whitehaven Stevens, WILLIAM, Cornwall June7 Teythal & 
a. Henry, Chertsey, Surrey, U ey x Paine & Brettell, Chertsey 8urTox, Henny Maxiy, Birkdale, Lancs May 31 w & Cook, '8t Helens 
SrRarTtTon, FREDERIC Tnonee, Salford Bane Ware Gateley, \ pee Symoys, Georcs James, Camden sq, FRS June 14 Ingoldby & Adkin, Frederick's pl, 
Summers, Gzorce Aveustus, Hampstead June 1 1 "Fielder, ny f 4 fields Old Jewry 
Town ey, Mary, Henley on Thames iy * 31 Gard & Co, Gresham vdee Waker, Joun Davin, Pa July 30 J & E Whitworth, Manchester 
TowxsenD Saran. Brockham m, Flerefor’. May31 WH&FS Collins, Tots Warren. Coaries BesJamiy, ag Dorset May 31 Andrews & Co, Dorchester. 
Tver, ANDREW Wuite, Lenbenball Publisher May 24 Snow & Co, Gt 8t Thomas | Warsow, Tomas, North Shields 19 Alderson, Morpeth 
Apostle Wearneniit, Magia Post, Hull May - 4 & Marne Bo 
Vevey, Freperick Tuomas, Chelmsford June26 Cunnington & Co, Braintree Wes, Mary, ley on June Mercer & wy hi po 
Wappixaton, Cuarissa, and Wittiam Tuomas Wappineron, Simonstone, Lancaster | Wiison, Danie, Liverpool, Wiae Merchant June 15 '& Co atield Hall 
May 31 Steele, Burnley Wixpee, Joux, Armthorpe, nr Doncaster June1 Barker 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | oF Se rh Donne, Bath, Grocer Bath Pet April 30 Shemensen, 9 Ook iar Bradford, Nurseryman Bradford 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 27. | Gangs, i Isaac, Manchester Manchester Pet May 1 Ord Oaras & Go, J B, Dewsbury, York, h-+ pe Manufacturers 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. | Harms, Jou, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet May1 Ord Cregeees, _ (Groner Southport, Solicitor Bolton 
Asocigh Gourt Bec Ovd 3 [ech 8 As ~ | Sone ma Rosert, Lesds, Grocer Leeds Pet April 30 Cormem, a que Eltham, Carman Greenwich 
April 30 April May} 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. | Harais, Freperice Gsorce, Frame Maker | Pecxwonz, WaAtter Sxesipax, Birmingham, Builder 
Kettam, Wi.i1am, Sneinton, N e Driver | h Court April 30 Ord April 30 Birmi Pet May2 Ord May 2 


otts, 
Nottingham Adjud Oct 24, 1898 Annul il 11, 1900 | Hearey, Henry Lee, Leicester, Draper Leicester Pet 
Scunxeiper, Freperick Bextuam Hopasoy, Leathwaite rd » | April 30 Ord April 30 

Clapham junction, Clerk of the ne aerstone Marine we ty hy aan, Accountant Liverpool 


Insur; Co Wandsworth jud May 22, 1890 P! 
Annul April 2, 1900 _ , —— ys Crayford. Kent, Butcher Rochester 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 4. Keyt, Georce F, Friern Barnet, Builder Barnet Pet 
March 30 Ord April 26 


RECEIVING ORDERS. Larr, Winttax | Sraytow, Borough High st High Court 


a lg ya Pa | L re we Spring st, God May 8 pk High Court Pet April 5 
urt Pet ATTE, 'e 
Asxuam, Many Exizasets, Camberwell. L ding house | Ord May 
Keeper High Court Pet May2 Ord May 2 Leg, femme Maidstone, Kent, Upholsterer Maidstone 
Besson, G, Dorset st East. Baker y Manufacturer High | ai? 
Court Pet Feb 23 Ord April 39 | Levy Bhophert’s Builder High Court Pet 
Bu eon, Nemes Jae ae Hants, Outfitter Merch is Ord May 2 
‘0! u et yi alsall, General 
Capwatt, Auvenn, Atnertom, Lanes, Mester Painter | ="7pee,2eumse, onl Guages Marron, Walaa . 
ae. a a Eee Ipswich Pet Marnew, Cnaaces Wittiam. seal e0 Dad Apeil , wee 
Api ril28 Ord A: ’ , Bury 8t Edmunds Pet 


Coser, Lewis, Netley” Abbey, Southampton, Grocer | | Mix, Seonemams Bow =n a 
Southampton Pet April 25 Ord April 30 Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

a ame. yom Westmorland, Joiner | | sseovare, Faurs, Halifax, Hosier Bradford Pet May 2 
endal Pet yi 

Eaurs, youn, Harrow, Builder it Albans Pet May 1 { Nicutmcate, Joux, Sussex, Licensed Victualler 
Ord May 1 . Hastings Pet May1 Ord May 1 

Foreman, Joszru, — + Carpenter Brighton Pet | | Niourincate, Tromas Evwarp, Flint, Clerk Chester 
April 30 Ord ‘April 30 Pet April 30 Ord April 30 


Pearson, Freogrick Mem Hove, Sussex, Solicitor 
Brighton Pet Ord April 30 


PaentreLtow, Freprrick Be A, and Wittiam Watrse 
ee ny Hounslow, Grocers Brentford Pet April 


PIckERIna, soere. Sheffield, Provision Dealer Sheffield 
Pet April 30 Ord 30 

Rippaway, wm 3 poe, Devon, General Dealer Exeter 
Pet May1 Ord May 


Ritcare, Rio and Reciien Rrrcuis, Put. en 
bay Manufacturers Gloucester Pet April 33 
Or ay2 
8 ay Amberley, Lodging house Keeper 
“Gloucester Pet May 1. Ori acay' 

Svcpen, ELrainstone aon ape 8t Peters, Bucks 
Windsor Feb 
to scat, Beg ate, Piember Bridgwater Pet 

ayl Or 
Tuomesox, THowas ‘Wiss. Confectioner High 
vourt’ Pet et April 12 Ord Apal 30" 


Unperwoop, ALFRED, ware rd, Monumental Mason 
F saree Mar Lee Tailor Birming. 
Fe eit Ol Aen 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 24: 
Bi , Rosert Hewey, Surrey, China Dealer 
™Groydon Pet April 19 ord pei » 
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Amended notice substituted Sta 
London Gazette of April 27 


Drese:, Avotru Herman Orro Lovis Riise Petra, 
Anerley, Surrey Croydon Pet March 16 Ord April 24 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
DISMISSING PETITION, 


Watprox, Roserr Vixe, Rolls Court av, Herne Hill, 
Surrey, Manager of the South Kensington Hotel High 
Court Pet March 3 Rec Ord March 15 Resc & Diamse! 
Apiil 30 

FIR3T MEETINGS 


Bays, Caar.es Jostan ah} Worcester, Printer May 
14ati1.30 45, C 

Bexvxett, Eowarp Te Mechanic May il at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Brapiey, Davip ‘Tuomas, Selby, York. Publican May 16 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Bucxvey, Wreriam Carries. and Freperaicx Le Crors- 
seTTe, Foub-tt’s pl, Regent's st, Manufacturers of 
Farniture May 1i at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Oarey st 

Bu.rock, Farperice James, Landport, Hants, Outfi:ter 
May llat3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Porte- 


mouth 

By oa Ratrn, Headlam, Durham, Shoemaker May 16 at 
8 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

CaLpwe.i, ALFRED, Atherton, cana, Master Painter May 
14at3 16, Wood st, Bolto 

Carr, eg Bradford, Shop Fitter May i5ati1 Off 
I 1, Manor row, Bradford 

omen ‘Jouy Wit.iaM, Cardiff, Tailor May 12 at 11 
Off Reo, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Dinspate, Owen, Eccleshill. Moor Side, Yorks, Carting 
fost May it at 12 Off Rec, 81, Manor row, Brad- 


Donson, Epcar Avstix, Rochdale, Butcher May 11 at 
1200 Townhall, Rochdale 
a = Harp lane May 11 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Pore 4 7 H, Horsham Carpenter May 24 at 10.30 
Off Reo, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Grew, Eruecsert Howarp, Barry, Glam, Agent May 14 
at12 Off Reo, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Hamitton, Rorert, Grocer May ll ati12 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Secor, pA Massey, Nottingham, Grocer May 11 

ff Reo, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Hy a ‘ws LIAM, Bhepherd’s Bush, Licensed Victualler 
May 14at1l1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Marcus, Reveew, Westbourne grove. Ladies Tailor May 
14at12 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Mi.is, Henry Cuarves, Cardiff, ——— Tutor May 
llat11 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, i 

Mircuect, Joun, Thornbury, Bradford May llatil Off 
Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Nicno..s. Jos, Deptford, Wood Turner May 11 at 11.30 
2', Railway app, London Bridge 

Nicutiseau 8, THomMAs Epwanrp, Fiint, Clerk May 11 at 11 
Crypt chbrs Eastgate row, Chester 

Orensnaw, Joun Groarce, Southport, Solicitor May 11 at 
2.80 16, Wood st. Bolton 

— Cuartes, Hammersmith, Interpreter May 14 at 11 

y bid oe, Caney st 

Pic a ssean a EnRy, Leeds, Commission Agent 
May 11 at 1130 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Ruopes. Witt1am Heyry, Norton, Durham May 16 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert 4, Middlesborough 

Rippaway, Ropert, Bow, Devon, General Dealer May 17 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Sims, Grorae VERNON, Bayswater May 11 at 12 Bank- 
ruptecy bidgs, Carey st 

Srrx, Gronce, Birkdale, Lancs, Contractor May 16 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Tayor, Josern, R chdale, Grocer May 11 at 12 Town- 
hall, Rochdale 


VALE, agree Seymour st, Euston sq, Butcher May 14 
at Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS, 


denmex, Mary Exizasetu, Camberwell, Leteing house 


—— High i Pet May2 Ord May 
aes, A arom Ottven GrRanam — *Btechto rd, 
i. Birmingham Pet April 28 Ord 





pe 

BroomneaD, Curves, Claygate, Surrey, Saddler Kingston, 

Burrey "Pet april 12 Ord May 1 

Buiiock, Frepericx Jaurs, Tauieet, Hants, Outfitter 
Portsmouth Pet May 1 Ord May 1 





CatpwkiL, Atrrep, Atherton, Lancs, Master Painter 
Bolton Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Corrine, Abert WittiAm, Hoxne, Suffolk Ipswich Pet 
April 23 Ord April 28 

ame i. Witiram, Cardiff, Tailor Cardiff Pet | 
April 19 Ord May 1 

CrossF1ELp, Tuomas, Zuastte, Westmorland, Joiner Kendal 

May 1 Ora’ May 1 

Dreset, Apotpa Herman Orro Lovis AntHoxy Perer, 
Anerley, Surrey Croydon Pet March 16 Ord April 30 

a Harrow, Builder St Albans Pet May 1 | } 


Foremay, , Aa Horsham, Sussex, Carpenter Brighton 
Pet April 30 Mayi | 
baa 8440, Manchester Manchester Pet Mayi Ord 
Oe, Sea Gower, Glam Swansea Pet April a7 | 
30 


Gurney, Henry Epwiy, Saee, Bootmaker Cuibdieey | 
Pet March 22 1d April 30 
— Rovert, L2eds, Grocer Leeds Pet April 3) | 
30 


WARD, Sate, Fruiterer Croydon Pet 
April7 Ord April 28 

Hearey, Hexry Les, Leicester, Draper Leicester Pet 

Hour, J. nace Bolton, Accountant Li 1 | 
LT, JoserH Mauve ecoun: verpoo 
Pet A) Ord Ma: 


yi 
Ipenven, ae Crayford. Kent. Butcher Rochest | 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 


Leaxer, Henry W, Swansea, Dairyman Swansea fet 
April 12 ee agg Fa 
ent, Upholst Maidstone Pet 


Let, Joun, Maidst 
April 80 Ord apes 30 

Mavuew, Cuartes Witiiam, Woolpit. Suffolk, Miller 
Bury 8t Edmuat’s Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Miuuis. ZACHARIAH, oem, Grocer Birmingham 
Pet April 30 Ord May 





Morrat, James, Skipton, Vorks, Hosier Bradford Pet | 


May 2 Ord May 2 

Nicuouts, Jon, Deptford, Wood Turner Greenwich Pet 
March 26 Ord May 1 

Nicnotson Tuomas, Bradford, Nurseryman Bradford 
Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

Nioutincate, THomas Evwanrp, Flint, Clerk Chester Pe’ 
April 30 Ord april30 

PickeRInG, JosePH, Poe Provision Dealer Shettield 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Ruopes, CuarLtes Joseru, Arml-y, rr Commercial 
Traveller Leeds Pet April5 Ord 5 > 

Rippaway, Rosert, Bow, Devon, General Dealer Exeter 
Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

Suirn, Anniz, Amberley, Glos, Lodging house Keeper 
Gloucester Pet May1 Ord May 1 

So omon, Jonny, and Harry Snamee' Holloway road, House 
Furnishers’ High Court Pet A; 12 Ord April 30 

Taytor, Oscar, Bridgwater, Plum! Bridgwater Pet 
May1 Ord May 2 

Voss, ALFRET Aneanam, Edgware road High Court Pet 
March 29 Ord April 30 

Warp, Atzert Epwarp, Bradford, Chemist Bradford 
Pet March 30 Ord =} 

West, Greoroe Surru, and Witiiam Henry Piacort, Herne 
Bay, Builders Canterbury Pet March 31 Ord April 30 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 
De Fau pe, Cart Vigan, Penywern rd, Earl’s Court High 
Court Rec Ord, Dec 8, 1896 Adjud, Jan 12, 1897 
Resc and Annul, May 1 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Howarp, Rosert, Carnarvon, General Dealer Bangor 
Adjud, April 27, 1896 Annul, April 9 
London Gazette,—Turspay, May 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Banks, Joux Lawroyx, Kingston upon Hull, Engineer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Bayuis, CHARLEs JosAH Pees Worcester, Printer 
Worcester Pet May1 Ord M 
Sons, Fosse, , Upperbe, me Onatiale’ C srlisle Pet April 20 
ay 3 


Boat, Tuomas Watnnouse, Leeds Leeds Pet May 4 
Ord May 4 


Bompacn, Feapinanp, 8t. Leonards on Sea, Boarding 
house Keeper Hastings Pet May3 Ord May3 

Bower, WILLIAM ay 8, Stafford, Baker Btourbridge 
Pet May2 Ord 

Cairns, JAMES, Skipton, Tailor Bradford Pet May 3 
Ord May 8 


Ciyye, ALsert, Liverpool, Confectioner Liverpool Pet 
May 6 May 5 

Dean, Antuus, Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet May 3 
Ord May 3 


y é 
Devereux, Tuomas, Haverfordwest, Wine Merchant Pem- 
broke Dock Pet May4 Ord May4 
Gaus. & ey Leeds, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet May ¢ 
ay 4 


Gray, Jony Wittiam, Seem Lancs, Draper Pres- 
ton Pet April 19 Ord May 

Gaiusuaw, J, ay, Belsize pa, Builder High Court 
Pet April10 Ord May 

Hargisoyx, Ropert, Wineee ambe, Lancs, Coal Merchant 
Preston Pet May 5 Ord May 5 

Eavems, Wokingham, Builder Reading Pet 

y a) 
Semmens. Witiiam ae Penketh, nr Warrington Ord 
8 


y 
>  . Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth Pet 
y5 
Orr — "WixirneD, and Acwyes Epirn Benpy, Cheltenham, 
Milliners Cheltenham Pet May4 Ord May 4 
PasNevt, Frepericx Groompripce, Rock Ferry, Cheshire, 
Audit Clerk Birkenhead Pet May 4 Ord Ma: 4 
Puituirs, —_— eet, Draper Pontypridd Pet 
April 24 Ord May 4 
PickeninG, Gzorce Henry, Stockton on Tees, Warehouse- 
man &tcckton on Tees Pet May4 Ord May 4 
Portus, Rosert, Great Grimsby, Auctioneer Great 
Grimsby Pet May 1 Ord May 1 
| Powerit, Epwiy, Reading, | Reading Pet 
- May 3 Ord May 3 Dew - 
OLFE, ARTHUR Joun, Hastings, Hastings Pet 
8x gh... i 8 egemay Le 
ILBECK JOSEPH opstone, Sussex, wes 
Pet May 3 Ord May 8 
Swirn, Saran Avousta, and Epwix Row .es, Welling- 
peross®, Tailors Northampton Pet May 2 Ord 
a 
guevan, Been Forrestat, Darli 
on Tees Pet May4 Ord May 4 


Stockton 
; Steruens, WartreR Woopwakrp, Walsall, Outfitter 


Walsall Pet May1 Ord May1 

| SYKEs, Witt1an, Hull, hl Manufacturer Huddersfield 
Pet May1 Ord May 1 

| Urrom, Grorce, Ravenstone, 5 eg Builder Burton 

on Trent Pet May1 Ord Ma 

Wanen, Grorce, Brompton a High Court Pet Mar 
22 Ord May 8 
Amended notice substituted for that pettideeh in 

the London Gazette of 

Brices, George Epwarep Newcas a Maau- 

a Newcastle on Tyne Pet Mar 28 Ord 


Amended notice substituted for that ee in 
London Gazette of 


the April 17 
Fraser, Nonwan Warpvex, Esmond rd. Bedford park, 
Jouraalist Brentford Pet Mari4 Ord April 11 


| 





FIRST MEETINGS, 


Axerman, Gzorcz Apert Gregory, Biswes rd, Cycle 
Factor May 15at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Au.ey, Rosest, Tunbridge Wells ay 16 at 230 Cy 
Parris, 65, High st, Tunbridge Wel 

Ayprews, Grorce, Erdington, Warwick, Brass Caster 
May 18atil 174 Mg st, Birm) —— 

Beermax, Jacos, — 2 Tobacconist y ath 
Bankruptcy bl y at 

Besson. G, Doraet East, Baker st, Manufacturer May 
io at23)? Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cameron. ALEXANDER, Erdi are Builder May 
lsat 12 194, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Carenavast. Joun Leicester, Heel Builder May 15 at 12.90 
Off Kec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Carrer WILLIAM Assactom, Walsall, Grocer May 16 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

Cor . inc, ALBERT Wirsias, Hoxne, Suffolk May 18 atg 

Off Ree, 36, ag? pswich 

Cuasky. Lewis, Netley Southampton, Grocer May 
16 at 315. Off Bes, 73, men Southampton 

Dickenson ALFRED, and BeraLu, oun. Welliagboro' 
Bovt Upper Manufacturers May 16 at 1130 Off 
14, 8t. Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Dreset. ApoLra fzaman Orto Louis ANTHONY Peres, 
Averley, Surrey May 15 at 1230 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge 

Eames, Jounx, Harrow on the Hill, Builder May 15 ati2 
221, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Freeman, JOHN Donne, Bath, Grocer May 16 at 12.15 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Green, Isaac, Manchester May 15 at8 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, Manchester 

Grimsuaw, J, Hampstead, Builder May 17 at 2.30 Bank. 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Groom, Leonagp, ae go Glam May 15 at 12 Of 


Ree, 31, Al 

Harpy, SAMUEL, Horley. Sur * am May 16 at 12.30 
24, Rulway app London B: 

Hanis, eo K Sees Toliagtoe, Framemaker May 
16 at 11 bh Carey st 

Harvey, Bg don, Fruiterer May 15 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Hayton, Ricnasp Srockpatr, Bridlington, Grocer May 
bat 12.15 74, Newborough, Scarboro' —_ 

Heavey, Hesry Les, Leicester, Draper ay l5at3 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Hott, Joseru Maupe, Bolton, Accountant May 17 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

IpEnpgN, Georce, Crayford, Kent, Butcher May 21 at 
11.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Lart, WILLIAM STANTON, — High st May 16 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Latte, W, my Oe Hyde “Park May 16 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, st 

Leg, > mins Maidstone Upholsterer May i6atli Off Ree, 


Maidstone 
Lev : F FM oh Shepherd’s Bush, Builder May 16 at12 Bank- 
pang A nar ot Carey st 
i eee da en Bui do1, Racing Tout May 17 at 10 
46, Cricklade st. Swindon 
aa..§, qn Walsall, Grocer May 16at11 Off Res, 
Waisall 


Maynew, Cuartes Wittiam, Woolpit, Suffolk, Miller 
May 5 at2 Angel Hotel, Bury 8t EAmund 8 

Morrar. James, Halifax, Hosier May 17 at11 Off Ree, 
31, Manor row, Bradfora 

Moopy, Harry, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
May 16at11 Off Rec, ta, St Paul’s sq. ford 

Mount, Wittiam, Wingham, nr Dover, Farmer May 24 
at9 Off Rec, 68 Castle st, Canterbury 

Musro, Epwarp Gerorcs, Little Seomnateh, Warwick, 
Licensed Victualler May 1$at11 174, Corporation st, 
Birming) 

Nicuotsoy, Tuomas, Bradford, Nurseryman May 16 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Poxte.ow, Faepgerick Cuaries, and Wittiam WALTER 
ees Houaslow, Grocers May 16 at 12 221, 

mple chmbrs, T: mple av 
Suan a ay Dowlaia, Glam, Labourer May 15 at 12 
High et, Merthyr Tydfil 

Se aa Tuomas Josgeru Figsbury poversest, Brewer's 
accountant May 16at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Suort, Wittiam, Birmiogham, Grocer Mey 15 at 11 174, 
Corporation st, Birming _— 

SILVERMAN, Myer, Portaea’ Bo ithampton. LA Importer 
May 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, Baden ct, Salisbury 

Sairx, Jonw Kine, Swindon, oa May 17 at 109 
Off Rec, 46, Crickiade st, Swind 

Srainton, Tom, . Lincs, Seteouer May 17 at 12.165 
Off Ree, 4 and 6 West st, Bolton 

TayLor, Lag ~ eueter, Plumber May léatil WH 
Tamlyn, h st, Bridgwater 

theanemeee os vk p= ee May 16 at 12 174, 
Corporation st, Birming’ 

foe Hesest, Bath May 16at12 Off Rec, Baldwin 

risto! 

Urron. oll Ravenstone, Leicesters, Builder May 16 
at 11.15 Midland Hotel. Btation st, Burton on Trent 
Voss, Atrrer ABRAHAM, — rd May 16 at 12 

Bankru bl 


ptcy Carey st 
Woopatt, nee pen ™, West 5 mag 24 Lanes, Boot 
— May 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


Awprews, Grorce, Birmi =] Brass Caster Birming- 
ham Pet April9 Ord 

BaGwatt, Josgps, Draycott ia "he Moors. Soe, Farmer 
Stoke upon Trent Pet March 22 Ord Ma 

Banks, Joun Lawt:n Kingston —. Hal Engineer 
Ki upon Hull Pet’ May1 Ord May 4 

Baywis, Caartes Josera Epwin Daa cael Printer 

B a J Pekch, Tebaeenia High Court Pet 

KERMAN, JACOB, ‘ubacconist 

March 30 Ord May 5 “ 


Boat, Tuomas Watnnovuse, ~ Insurance Inspector 
a peg A eth h Ord May ed, Baker Sto 
WLER, ILLIAM RTHUR, Bette er urbridge 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
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Carnet i - Skipton, Yorke, Tailor Bradford Pet May 
0 


rh D.. ) ~~ a 
Pet 4 


Birmiogham 25 Ord May5 
Ciyxe, ALBERT, a lectioner Liverpool Pet 
Ma‘ Ord May 5 


CupEz, loan Tiford, Eesex, Builder Chelmsford Pet 
April 6 May 


Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet May 3 
Ora May 3 


DixxersrieL, Simon Lewis, King st, Cheapside High 
Court Pet March 19 Ord May 5 

Fiack, Joux Epwarp, and pan Corny. Northampton, 
thoe  emnamens Northampton Pet Aprilé Ord 
May 

Secaae , a Wanrpex, Eemond ré, Bedford Park, 
Journalist Brentford Pet March 14 Ord May 2 

Gotppy, ALLEN, Leeds, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet May 4 
Ord May 4 

Harrison, Ropert wy Lancs, Coal Merchant 
Preston Pet May 5 Ord May 


5 
Hawks, WItiiam, "Wokingham, Builder Reading Pet 
May4 Ord May 4 
ayToy, Ricnarp StocKpDALe 3 Ont iy t Quay, Grocer 
Scarborough Pet April1s Ord 5 
Huxt. Antaurs Georce, Birmi: bam” Wine Merchant 
Birmingham Pet Mar5 Ord 
Kent, Georce Freperick, Friern | — AA Builder Barnet 
Pet March 30 Ord May 3 
Latte, WILLIAM, Spring st, Hyde Park High Court Pet 
April5 Ord May 
Leacrort, Pent oy Ricnuarp Bescner, Birming! 
i ane ccna, Sales ‘nih 
lave, REDERICK Moss. , a 
Pet March 12 Ord May 3 
Tomas, and CHartes Mayroyx, Walsall, 
Smiths Welsall Pet April27 Ord May3 
Musto, Epwarp Grorcs, Little Bromwich, Warwick, 
ae aller Birmingham Pet March 8 Ord 
5 


y 

NicHTINGALE, Jonx, Hastings, Licensed Victualler 
Hastings Pet May 1 Ord May 4 

Orrer, WiN1FRED, and Acnes = Bewpy, tion, 
Milliners Cheltenham Pet May 4 +. "May 

Parnevu, Frepericx Groompariper, Rock F i; Sa 
Andit Clerk Birkenhead Pet May 4 Ord 4 May 4 

PickeninG, Grorce Henry, Stockton on Tees, \ i 
man Stocktonon Tees Pet May4 Ord May 4 

Portus, Ropert, Great pom Auctioneer Great 
Grimsby Pet May 1 Ord May1 

PoweLt, Epwix. Reading, Stonemason Reading Pet 
May 3 Ord May 8 

BxiLBEcK, JosEru. | ar Surrey, Trainer Lewes Pet 
May 3 Ord May 3 


y 
Surrn, Saran Avuoustus, and Epwix Row ues, Welling- 
beveugh, Tailors Northampton Pet May 2 Ord 


Darlington, Gunmaker 
ton on Tees Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Warten Woopwarp, W: Outfitter 
Pet May1 Ord May 1 
Sykes, Wiit1AM. Hull, Soap Manufacturer Hudderafleld 


Pet May1 Ord May 1 
Tuomas, Jouy Warren, Pembroke, Farmer 
Burton on 


Dean, ARTHUR 


Om... 1g 


y2 
Suyruz, Josern Forrestatt, 
8tock 


SrePuEns, 
Walsal 


1. baton, 
Pembroke Dock Pet pal 12 Ord May 5 
Upton, Gzorcr, Ravenstone. Leics, Builder 
Trent Pet May1 Ord May1 


All letters intended for publication im the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
Wy the name of the writer 











R. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A., 
B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Hon ours, late Scholar 
of Christ Church, Editor of the 11th Edition’ of “ Suites 
Manual of Common Law,” continues to PREPARE for 
the Bar and all University Law on eng <" 
Bar Examination, May, 1899—15 sent up, 14 passed. 
June, 1889—A pupil gained the B.C.L. p Soe at Oxford. 
Address, 11, New-court, ’s-inn, W.C. 


M2. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (Lond.), 

of 61, Fore-street, E.C., First in Honours Juris- 
prudence and Roman Law, First i > ——— Common Law 
and Equity, Honoursman ’ Final, Exhibitioner 
and University Law Scholar, = ll for all Law Exam- 

nations. 


\ ANTED ), Clerkship ; 25 y ears’ experience 
in High dourt a —B8., “ Solicitors’ Journal ”’ 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. _ 
y JILL LOST.—The Rev. Albert Dearn, 
Deceased, of Ditchling, Sussex.—Any Solicitor or 





req to 
at once with x 4 — Boliciten Carlton chambers, 8, 
Regent-street, 8 


WAKE, rs Firm of ' Advocates and 


rp prospect of partnership for waltable i % 
in in first stance, stating experience, to Straits, “ ig 
Journal”’ Office, 27, Chancers-lane, W.C. 


T° PARENTS and GUARDIANS.— 
Parkins & Gotto, Court Stationers and Fancy Goods 
Importers, have a Vacancy for a respectable, well-educated 
Youth, aged 16 to 17, as Indoor Apprentice ; terms for four 
yeaas, with board and ium £100. Also for 


an Outdoor tice, ‘ties, wie Si Ei boaed; um £60. 





premi 
mew Mr. Perxy, Mesers. Parkins & Gotto’s, Oxford- 


{ 


bag o ag tong of every Description ex- 


cellently done; terms moderate.—Mrs, Winsizy, | 
123, Albert-street, Regent's Park, N.W. 





NITY of SHEFFIELD.—The Corporation 
/ of Sheffield are red to Loans on Mort- 


gage or Deposit.—For apply, Crry AccounTANT AND 
Geswenans Town Hall, $s 


OLICITORS, MORTGAGEES, and Others. 
—M. L Daves 6 40,  Satheteguere, London, is always 


pew, in ny every description of Pro- 


state y* ao or position in Le aly or 
within 40 miles + introductory f ees if arraaged in 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 








CHAIBMAN : 
Sin HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Barr., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 


hold, Leasehold, Copyhold P rty. 
or old Prope’ 
terest for Loans Reduced to 4} per Cent. 
Preference Shares £10 each ; Pe 
Deposite received at 3, 3}, and 4 per Cen 


Prospectus free of 
FREDERICK | LONG, Manager. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- | 
perty or other Securities and Aguite PURCHASED or 
ANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, 
F. H. CLAYTON, 


THe CHEBQU®S ! Bane, 


EstaBLisHED 1873. 


Trustee: The Most Hon. the Marquis of SED ALE, 
mane ae ag OF NOLAN 
ursements, oi USE 
CHEQUE | Gann Suequas. No cheaper form of 
remittance to any part of the world. Payment of Annuities 
undertaken. Current Accounts Opened. Deposits Re- 
ceived at InreREst. 


Head Office : 98, Bish 
West End Office : 14, 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL rysvrance company 
umaorzep, FIRE. 
Established 1908. 


1, Ola Eg. Pall Mall, 8.W. 
ee we.’ os @, 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Soul Wands evar £1,500,000. ” 
B. COZENS SMITH, General Managir. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE A$ MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
ne ak Ca a Se 
Corporation of London, 


Joint 
Secretaries. 


Within, E.C. 
BW. 








To a ae 





ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Gowns for Registrars own 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law W: 








" CURRENT AOCOUNTS. 


2 ‘ preg = rar twegag ee ‘le 


DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 


D1, more norn ret DE") 


STOOKS AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBE JK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
post-teee. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


Telephone No. 5 Hoi 
TX vlegrepine “ddras:  B Biaxsgox, Loxpox.” 








Build, or | 


SSTABLISHED 1851. | 
BIRKBECK BANK, : 
South buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


| LONDON and 
| 
| 


TREATMENT OF OF In sbeISTY. 


DALRYM PLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 

: me) aaa Taa 

Medical Superintentent. 


| INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. f 





MBOF. Land. 1 Lond. ‘el DUT LEY. Anne Bes, 
Esl tees or the Principal. or 
| INEBRIETY. 
HOME FOR LADIES. 
(Under the 1879 Act or privately.) 


Dr. J. M. gy can receive a few Ladies under hie 
personal care. Home life, with every facility for con- 
eaned woo ond 


| Address : 
| Glendalough, Morland Road, Croydon. 
TREATMENT of INEBRIETY | and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


‘HIGH. SHOT HOUSE, 
8T, MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen under the Acts und ww. Terms 
2} to 5 Guineas. a, a orkshop, &c. 
Apply to Resident Medical Superintenden’ : 

A. E. NEALE, M.B., B.8. 

Telegrams—*‘ Neale, Highshot, Tw wickenham.” 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898, 


AUTHORITY. 








BY 





Acts the 
very requisite undies the above, i supplied on 





Se kay oS» 
RANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
geting Sore tan ie caste 


CRGUES, es cuerred a Se 


Solicitors’ Aco Account Books. 


| RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


i 





| Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
, 49, emena == a E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn 


FLLEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


| PRINTERS, 
| LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PARLIAMENTARY Bitts, Minutes or Evipence, Booxs oF 
Rererence, STATEMENTS OF CiaiIm, Axswens, &c., &o. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every dreesipien « of Printing. 





| Printers Ez SOLICITORS JOURNAL 
occ and WEEKLY REPORTER, 


27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 





STREET. 
ENRY GREEN 











May 12, 1900, 
STIMSON & SON | 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 
cal JONES & 


Dr PARTRIDGE & COOPER. 


hg r “TEMPLE BAR” 
) 3 FILE. 


MESSRS. 


Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
Land, House, and Estate Agents, 
| 8, MOORGATE STREET, BANE, E.C,, 
AND 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 





ku 












































Can be fixed close up to purchaser’s boundary. 
Buits level, also rising or falling ground. 





TALOGUE OF ALL gINDS-OF HuRoit 


vic RIA WORKS, ‘WOLVERHAMPTON. 


PFICES AND SHOW ROOMS—139 & 141, CANNON STREET, EC 


ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.LM.E., 
M.8.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices 
36, 86, | Chancery-lane, London, W.C. Letters Patent ob- 
tained and eitons con effected in all parts of the 
World. ons conducted. Opinions end Searches 
as to novel 


BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c, 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 





BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON 


as , IR 


THE MOST NUTRI rious. 


EPPS Ss. 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCO 


BREAKF AST—SUPPER. 


ACCIDENTS OF ALL KINDS, 


RAILWAY ACCIDENTS, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, insured 
against, and FIDELITY BONDS granted by the 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE CoO,., 


Established 1849, 


ea, Oornmhill, rondon. 


iW. P, THOMPSON & CO:,; 


jj The Strongest and | | 
most Capacious 
Box File ‘Made. | 


| peg ag “y ~ by Auct 


Cloth Back and | 
Corners. 
Separate Division | 
for each letter of 
the Alphabet. 
Octave size, 2/6; Quarto size, 3/G; Feap. siz*,4/- | 


| No. 
ROYAL COURTS STATIONERY WAREHOUSE, | = 


191 & 192, FLeeT-sTREET, AND 1 & 2, Coancery-Lave, E.C. 


PATENTS and TRADEMARKS. 


| 
iN 


322, High Holborn, W.C. 

(and at Livesroon, Mancuester, and Birmineua), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 

Representatives in all Capitals. 





8. _ FISHER, 188, Strand. 





Claims paid £4,150,000. 
A. VIAN, Secretary. 





| oy month; and can be had 


J. 


| AUCTION SALES are held at the 
Tokenhouse-yard, City, nearly every Thursday, 


and on other days as occasion may 
STIMSON & SONS undertake SAL. Tihs en and LETTINGS — 


| Siete TREATY, Valuations, Surv: 


e 

ages, Receiverships in Chancery, Debesceet and a 
Arbiteations the Le pe 5 of Compensation and other © 
ction of Furnitureand Stock, Collectigg 


ts, 
Separate Lists of Property, Ground Rents for Sal 
| Houses, Premises, &c., to be Let, are issued on Galas 5 
atis on applicati or 
free by post "for two stamps. ° fap for ins crton 
Telegraphic address, ‘‘Servabo, London. 





A. & W. THARP, Auctioneers, ‘Sued 
J veyors, and Estate Agents, 9, Norton Fo! ; 
pee aes, &., and Leytonstone, Essex. Telep 


0 (Avenue), 
PERIODICAL SALES of FREEHOLD and LEASE. 4 
OLD PROPERTIES, STOCKS, SHARES, and DEBE. — 
held at the MART.’ RENTS ‘co lected at's 
in all parts of London and Suburbs, 
Inclusive terms on receiving irstructions. 


| TURES, 
Estates 





AUCTION SALES. 

ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS - 
take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 

every description of House Property. Printed terms esp © 


| be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Fidd & 


Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offices, q 


| 54, odes High-street, and 52, enetnnendica. W.c. 





MORTGAGES 

ON MANSIONS AND FLATS. d 
a Sums awaiting Investment, also on Freehold and ~ 
old Properties, Large Estates or Farms. Good | 

Freehold Ground-rents Wanted. Principals placed ig ~ 

direct communication with clients. 
GIBSON’S AUCTION AND ESTATE OFFICH, 

22, Kina-staeet, St. James’, Lonvoy, 8.W. (Telephone © 
s ERTFORDSHIRE Orrices, St. ALBams © 
(Telephone No. 4); and Harpenpen. 


“JOHN GERMAN, SON, & BEVEN, 


LAND AGENTS, SURVEYORS & AUCTIONEERS, 
59 and 60, CHANCERY LANE, W.C., 
AND AT 
AsHBY-DE-LA-ZoucH, LEICESTERSHIBE 
CuartT_Ley, STAFFORDSHIRE, 
Witiesiey, DersysHine. 
Kinestox, Norrs. 
NEWMARKET, SuFFOLKE. 
Telegraphic Address, ** Cogitate, London,” 





ULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
or 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 


Selaguaghte & ee, Fo.zer, Honsry, Loxpox.” 
‘elephone No. 746 AvzENUE. 








-PROBAT (E 


The Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 
mend our Fiem te Executors and others 





requiring Valuations. 


fj 


VALUATION 
SBINK é SORA 


Sata 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, Ce "EC, int and 17 & 18, PICCADILLY, 


ESTABLISHED 


LONDON, W. 
1772. 








